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CONTENT 5§, 


is HE Introdution, page I. 


C H A P, I. 
Explaining and eftablithing the trie 


mieaning of demoniacs in the New Tef- 
tament, under the ten following pro- 
pofitions, p. 12. 


Sect. I. Prop. I. The fpirits that were thought to 
take poileflion of men’s bodies, are in the New Tef- 
tament called demons, not devils, ib. An objeCtion 
anfwered, p. F4. Beelzebub, the prince of the 
poffefling demons, different from the devil, p. 16. 
The term, fatan, applicable to the former, ib. 


Sect. II. Prop. If. By demons, whenever the word. 
occurs in reference to poffeffions, either in the ferip- 
tures, or other ancient writings, we are to under- 
ftand, not fallen angels, but the Pagan deities, fuch 
of them as had once been men, p. 21. Demons 
ufed in this fenfe, 1. By the Heathens, particularly 
the Greeks and Romans, p. 22. 2. By the Jews, 
p- 29. By the Pharifees in particular, when they 
objefted to Chrift, that he caft out demons by Beel- 

A 3 zebub, 
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zebub, “(whofe name is Pol Ratee at large, and who 
is fhewn to be one of the Heathen demons,) P+ 303 
and by Jofephus, p. 40.' 3. By Chrift and his 
‘Apottles, p.42., 4. And by the primitive Chrif- 
-tians, p.47. By Juitin Martyr, ib. How it came 
to pafs that the fathers, after his time, and Chry- 
foftom in particular, referred poffeffions to celeftial 
demons, p. 49, note!, Of the fpirit of Python or 
Apollo, with which the damfel* at een was 
thought to be pofleffed, p. 56. 


Sect. III. Prop. III. Thofe demons who were 
thought to take poffeflion of men’s bodies, were, it 

is probable, confidered by the Jews a8 evil beings, 
p. 58. Asfuch they were regarded by the Heathens, 
and by Jofephus, ib. and yet not confidered as 

. fallen angels, p. 63. Whether the epithets of evil 
and unclean, deaf and dumb, given them by the Evan- 
gelifts, exprefs their perfonal qualities, or the effects 
they were fuppofed to produce, p. 61. 

Sect. 1V,. Prop. 1V.. The perfons who. are foaien 
of as having demons, fuffered real and violent difor- 
ders, from whatever caufe thofe diforders proceeded, 
p. 64. 3 

Sect. V. Prop. V. The particular diforders which 
the ancients, whether Heathens or Jews, afcribed to : 
the poffeflion of demons, were fuch only as difturbed 
the underftanding, p.69. A diftin¢tion to be made 
between difeafes /upernaturally infliGted, and. poffeffions, 
ib. Of being oppreffed by the devil, A&ts x38, pw 74, 
and bound by fatan, Luke xiii. 11, 16, p. 76. Pof- 

feflion 
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| _ feffion included in it the idea of madnefs, amongft 
“the Latins, | p. 78, the Greeks, p. 79s ‘the Jews, ‘pe 

". 83> ane other Eaftern people, p. 86. “That all the 

~ poflefled were mad, proved from the dramatic writ- 

ings of the ancients, p- 87. All ‘diforders of the 

| underftanding were not afcri! hed to rene te 88. 
The epileply afcribed to this caufe, p. 89. 


Seer VI. Prop. VI. The demoniacs fpoken ue in ae 
New Teftament, were all either madmen or epi- 
leptics, p. 92. This proved from the Jews re- 
proaching Chrift with having a demon, p. 93, and 

_ Beelzebub, p. 96, from the fimilar reproach they 
caft upon John the Baptift, p 7, and from the dea 
{cription of the Gadarene demoniac, p. 100. Mary 
Magdalene’s feven demons underftood by’ Celfus' as 
expreflive of her phrenzy, p.10§. The pythonefs at 

‘Philippi was a raving prophetefs, ib.  Epilepfy af- 

_cribed to poffeffion, and on what account, p.'107. 
The general idea which the ancients had of demo- 
niacs, p. 110. The account here given of the New 

~ Peftament demoniacs cleared from the objections of 
Dr. Lardner, porr2.) This.account juftifies the re- 
preféntation before made of demoniacs, as perfons 
that laboured under real diforders, p. 118., Shews 
upon what grounds poffleffions are diftinguifhed from 
difeafes in general, and from lunacies in particular, 

sdb. and for what reafon madnefs and epileptic fits, 
rather than other diforders, are alcribed. to pofleflion, 
pe 1a4.cLaftly, it is. confirmed . by..the view given 
us of the demoniacgs in the Chriftian, church, ) who 

A. 4 hone , were 
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“were all either mid, “melancholy, or epileptic per- 
fons, p. 126. | 


Secr. VII, Prop. VI. Demoniacal poflefions {whe- 
ther they are fuppofed to be real or imaginary,) and 
the diforders imputed to them, were not peculiar to 
the country of Judea, and the time of Chrift; nor 
doth it appear that they abounded more in that coun- 
try, or at that time, than any other, ape bb Aad = 
reafons invented to account for their abounding in 
the age of the Gofpel, p.129. The faét difproved 

| by numerous teftimonies, pest 2de" 

Sect. VII. Prop. VIII. The demoniacs of the New 

_ Teftament are not different from thofe mentioned in 
other ancient authors ; and a like judgment is to be 
formed of both, p.142. The bithop of Gloucefter’s 


attempt to make a diftin€tion between them, con- 
fidered, p. 144. 


Sect. IX. Prop. TX. There is no fufficient evidence 
from reafon for the reality of demoniacal poffeffions ; 
nay reafon firongly remonftrates againft it, p. 150. 
No natural evidence.of the fpirits of dead men having 
power to enter the bodies of the living, ib. The dif- 
orders imputed to poffeflion, may proceed from na- 
tural caufes, p. 152. Who firft invented. the doc- 
trine of pofleflions, p. 153. By whom it hath been 
rejected, p..155.  Diforders deemed jdemoniacal do 
proceed. from natural caufes, —p..159, and.are cured 

“by natural remedies, p..163. Are inconfiftent with 
the order of the natural world, p..166, and with the 
wifdom and goodnefs of God, p..167. ~The abfur- 
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diva and danger. of allowing, that. men are in “the 
power: of fuperior malevolent fpirits, -p:; 168.) - - 


Sect. X: Prop. X. The doctrine of demoniacal pof- 
fefhons, inftead of being fupported by the Jewifh or 
Chriftian revelation, is utterly fubverted ‘by-both,  p. 
173. I. This do€trine was not originally founded 
on revelation ; neither taught, nor referred to,’ by 
the ancient prophets, ib. Saul’s evil fpirit, explain- 
ed, p. 174. On what occafions the mention’ of 
poffefions might have been expected in the Old 
Teftament, had this doctrine been revealed under 
that difpenfation, p- 175. It was generally enter= 
tained before the age of the gofpel, —p. 179; but ne- 
ver received the fan€tion of Chrift or his Apoftles, 
p-181. I. Itis inconfiftent with the fundamentak 
principle both of the Jewith and Chriftian difpenfa- 
tions, p. 182, with the evidence of miracles in ge- 
neral, on which they reft, p. 184, and with the 
nature of that miracle in particular, which wwas,per- 
formed upon demoniacs, p. 185. Il]. The abfolute’ 

~ nullity of demons, to whom pofleflions were afcribed, 
afferted by all the prophets of God, when profeffedly 
delivering their civine meflages to mankind, p. 189. 
St. Paul’s reafoning on this fubject in his aft Epiftle 

.. tothe Corinthians, examined at large, and that decla- 

ration ‘in particular, We know that an idol is nothing in 

“the world, Ch. viii. 4. p.itg93. 1. By an idol, he here 

means @ Heathen demon, or deity, p. 194. 2. The de- 

»mons of the Heathens here fpoken of, were not devils, 

p. 199, but deified human fpirits, as is fhewn from 
the ordinary acceptation of demons amongit the 


Greeks 
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» Greeks, p. 202, from the conftant ufe.of the. word 
- in the New Teftament, p. 206, (particularly in 
- Acts xvii. p. 208, 1 Tim. iv. 1, p. 210. James ii, 
#19..p. 211. Rev. ix. 20, ch. xvi. 14, ch. xviii. 2, 
+p. 218, 219:) from the occafion on which it is. ufed 
- in the place in queftion, p. 220, and from the Sep- 
tuagint, p. 223. 3. Thefe Heathen demons were 


_ nothing in the world, p. 224. 4. As mere nullities 
they were efteemed by St. Paul himfelf, as well as 


_ by other Chriftians, p. 229. 5. This opinion a juft 
inference from the fundamental articles of Chriftiani- 

LAs Po 2.32 Demons being mere niullities, there 
never could be a real demoniac, p. 239.. 


Cohiba Per ce 


Attempting to folve the feveral pbfetidns 
again{ft the foregoing explication of the 
Gofpel demoniacs, p. 241. 


7 


Seer. I. The objections drawn from what was faid 
and done by the demoniacs themfelves, confidered, 
p. 242. 1. From their knowing and proclaiming 
Jefus to be the Mefliah, ib. 2. From their being 
forbidden by Chrift to difcover him, p. 249. 3. 
From their arguing rationally with Chrift, and fpeak- 
ing to better purpofe, than the bulk of thofe who 
were in their fenfes, p- 259. How ill this obferva- 

tion applies to the Gadarene demoniac, ib. His 
conduct accounted for on the fuppofition of his not 


being ” 
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“Being really pofferted, p. “266. 4. “From their dif. 
covering more than human ftrength, D. Zee The 
; cafe of the demoniac at Epliefus, P. 2.76. 
Secr. De, 3h be objeétion drawn from the deftruction 
_ of the herd of {wine, p. 280. The fwine were not 
, driven into the fea by the two madmen, ib. but 
grew mad at the inftant the demoniacs were cured, 
ads 281. Their madnefs was not owing to the in- 
fluence: of demons, but to a divine agency, p. 291. 
The miraculous deftru€tion of the {wine vindicated, 
(Ps 294.°,1- Tt was a juft punifhment of the owners, 
ib. Itferved, 2-'To afcertain the reality, and to fpread 
the fame, of the miracle performed upon the demo- 
niacs, p.296.. 3. To correct the falfe notions of 
the world concerning the power of demons, p. 299: 
»4« To prevent feveral great inconveniencies that 
would otherwife have attended the perfonal miniftry 
of Chrift, p 303. 5. To warn all, who, overlook. 
ing the juftice of God, are in danger of abufing the 
Gofpel, confidered as a difpenfation of mercy, 
P. 305 
sect. II. The obje&tion taken from the language 
-ufed by Chrift and his apoftles, in performing and 
recording the cure of demoniacs, or in defcribing the 
-. cafe of thefe unhappy men, p. 307. This languaye 
was not firft introduced by Chrift or his apoftles, 
but was the common popular language of the age in 
which the Gofpel was firft publithed, p. 314. The 
firft teachers of Chriftianity could not, without 
great inconfiftency, ¢ give their fanction to the opinion 
on which that language was originally founded, ib. 


Nor 
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Nor. can they. by impartial perfons be underftood to 
oda fo, merely by. ufing that language. For 1. Iti is 
3 cuftomary with all forts of perfons, with the facred 
“writers in particular, and our Saviour himfelf, to 
{peak on many fubjects in the language of the vulgar, 
though known and admitted to have been originally 
grounded on a falfe philofophy, p. 315. UH. They 
all do this, the facred writers, and our Saviour him-. 
felf not excepted, when {peaking on the very fubject 
in queftion, p. 323. JIL. The common phrafeology 
. was adopted by Chrift and his apottles with good 
- reafon; for, though originally built upon a falfe philo- 
~ fophy, it was commonly employed to deferibe the 
real cafe of the demoniacs, both the fymptoms of 
their diforder and their cure, p. 339. The fymp- 
toms of their diforder better defcribed by this lan- 
guage, than by calling them madmen, p. 345. What 
was meaned by the difpofleflion of demons, p, 350. 
. Why demoniacs are diftinguithed from the difeafed, 
and their cure from the healing of difeafes, p. 354. 
“Why demons were commanded to come out, p. 355. 
TV. It doth not appear, that either Chrift or his 
 ‘apoftles were commithioned by Ged.to-inftrn& man- 
‘kind in the fecret.caufes of thofe difeafes which were 
imputed to ‘poffeflion, any more than. of other dif+ 
eafes 5 or to change the vulgar language in defcribing 
‘the cafe of the demoniacs; p. 358... .V. As the firft 
0 publithers of the Gofpel were got, fo they could not, — 
with any propriety, be commifhoned by God. to.in- 
ftiucX mankindsin the! phyfical. caufes.of .thofe dife 


cafes « 
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: ales, which they healed, pi363. VI. They have, 
“however, in the thoft proper mantier, reCtified the 
“datigetous errors mankind were’under with regard 
“to demons, “and ‘thereby fufhiciently fecuted the in- 
“¢éréfts of ‘true piety, p. 370. | Recapitulation, ‘p. 


men a eas 


wisbeteods hnanle 


Pointing out the inconveniences attending 
__the common explication of the Gofpel 
-edemoniacs, and the advantages which 
' refule from the account: given of them 
“in the two preceding chapters, ‘p. 
B79r, sivas 
ad view ot the advantages fappoted to. be derived tében 
the deroniac fyftem, and particularly of the argu- 
~~ gents urged to fhew the expediency and neceflity of 
~ the devil’s enjoying an unufual liberty-in the firft 
age of the Gofpel, and of Chrift’s gaining a public 
triihiph over him, ib. In anfwer to this reafoning 
itis obferved, 1. Phat it is not fupported by the tefti- 
“mony of fcripture, p. 382. 2. Itis built upon this falfe 
hypothefis, viz. that poffefling demons were devils 
or fallen angels, p. 385. . 3. It farther fuppofes, that 
* poffeffions were more frequent in the age of the 
Gofpel than at any other time ; which is alfo a falfe 
"Tuppofition, p. 386. 4. The cafes of reputed de-. 
“smoniacs defcribed in the Gofpel, do not furnith any 
proof or evidence of the agency of the devil or any 


evil, 
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_-evil fpirit, ib. 5. The expulfion of demons, literally 
underftood, no public {pecimen of Chrift’s power 
over the devil; both becaufe poffeffions were not re- 
.. ferred to the devil, and becaufe there is no evidence 
of difpoffeffions, arifing from the facts themfelves, 
even fuppofing them to be real, p. 390. Revela- 
tion improperly appealed to in proof of their reality, 
p. 392. 6. The bare ejection of demons cannot be 
pronounced a greater miraele than the cure of na- 
tural diforders, nor any miracle at all with regard to 
' mankind, p. 396. 7. The doétrine of demoniacal 
pofleffion, a great prejudice to Chriftianity, p. 399 3 
a fource of much fuperftition, ;ib.,fets, reafon and 
revelation at. variance, p. 402, difcredits the miracu- 
lous infliGtion and cure of difeafes, p. 403, and de- 
ftroys the evidence of miracles in general, p. 406. 
-° 8. The true explication of the. Gofpel demoniacs. ef- 
» tablifhes the certainty, and difplays the full glory, of 
the miracles performed upon them, which are fpoken 
-of in the New: Teftament with fingular emphafis, 
.'gnade-a very powerful impreflion: upon the {peGtators, 
~ and deferveto;be ranked amongft the moft illuftriaus 
atteftations to Chrift’s divine wt ck p. 408 te 

the end. 
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the occafions on which demon occurs in the New Teftament, 
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I. 
_N Inaqurry into the Nature and 


Defign of Curist’s TEMPTATION 
in the WILDERNESS. 


The Second. Edition, enlarged. 


To which is added an APPENDIX, contain- 
ing fome farther Obférvations on‘ this 
Subje@, and an Anfwer to Objections, 


Il. 


A DisserTAtion.on Mrractzs, de- 
figned. to thew, that they are Argu- 
ments of a Divine Interpofition, and 
abfolute Proofs .of the Miffion and 
Dodtrine of a Prophet. Pr. 4s, 


iif. 
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An ExAMINATION of Mr. LEMOINE’s 
TREATISE on MIRACLES. Pr. Is. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


FOKMOK A N a late Differtation on Mira= 
BT MK cles, the author attempted to 
fen’ ! fhew, that all effects produced 
in the fyftem of nature, con- 
trary to the general laws by which it is 
governed, are proper miracles; and that 
all miracles are works appropriate to God. 
But the cafe of the gofpel demoniacs, is 
by many confidered as an objection again 
’ the general principle of that Differtation, 
as well as again{t what is there advanced 
with refpect to demons in particular. Su- 
pernatural .poffeffions, it may be truly 
faid, fuppofe the power of evil {pirits to 
inflict difeafes, and to deprive men of 
B their 


2 The Introduction. 
their reafon ; and, being effects produced 
in the fyftem of nature contrary to the. 
general laws by which it is governed, are 
therefore proper miracles; provided the 
account of thefe works here referred to,,. 
be juft. 
In order to folve this objection, it is 


neceflary to fhew, that the diforders im- 
puted to fupernatural pofleffions, proceed 
from natural caufes, not from the agency 
of any evil fpirits. This, indeed, hath 
been already attempted by feveral very 
eminent writers*; and, to my apprehen- 
fion, not without confiderable ‘fuccefs, 
But, great as their’ merit may be, they do 
not feem to have placed every part of 
the argument in its proper light, or to 
have cleared it from every difficulty. 
Many think it neceflary, that fome far- 
ther attempts fhould be made to do it juf- 


a Particularly,. Mr. Jofeph: Mede, Difc. vi. ps 
28; Dr. Sykes, in. his Inquiry, and Farther In- 
quiry ; Dr. Lardner, in his Cafe of the Demo- 
niacs ; and Dr, Mead, in his Medica Sacra,.c..ixX. 


tice s 
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tice; efpecially as feveral things have 
lately been urged in defence of demo- 
niacal poffeflions, by a perfon juftly cele- 
brated both for his genius and erudition», 


> Dr. Warburton, bifhop of Gloucefter, Serm. 
Vol.. ily p. 213. ,. Elis. lordfhip’s.. zeat« for the 
common explication of the New Teftament de- 
moniacs, is the more remarkable, as in the firft 
volume of his Sermons, p; 204, he pafies a very 
fevere cenfure on the doétrine of poflefions, call- 
ing it, “© THE SUPERSTITIOUS IMPIETY of 
demoniacal poffeffions.” It muft certainly then be 
worth our while to ingttire, upon what grounds 
this able writer fhould now, aflert the real poffef- 
fion of the gofpel demoniacs, when he had before 
branded the general dodtrine of demoniacal poflef- 
fion as fuperfiitious and impious. His defence is 
mafterly ; but it-is defective, if not in argument, 
at leaft in candour towards thofe who differ from 
him in opinion, though his own, as it fhould 
feem, was once the fame with theirs. He fets 
out with the following mifreprefentation of them: 
Of this fuperflitious fancy, viz. poflefiion by the de- 
vil (they tell us) ‘fefus and his difciples took advan- 
tage, in order to imprefs religious horror on their fal- 
lowers. Such grofs abufe, intended to create un- 
juft prejudice in his readers againft thofe who op- 
pofe his doétrine, doth as little honour to his lord- 


B 2 which 


4 The Introduédtion. 

which could not be taken notice of by 
thofe learned writers. If I fhould happen to 
contribute any thing, be it ever fo little, 
towards fupplying their defects, or cor- 
reCting their miftakes, or giving a fatif- 
factory folution of the difficulties they 
have not removed, I fhall not regret my 
labour, or think that it requires any apo- 
logy. Indeed, the difcuffion of this fub- 
ject was neceflary to complete the defign 
of a former publication. 

Of all the objections againft the mira- 
cles of Scripture, there are none that 
unbelievers urge with greater triumph, 
than that drawn from the common ex- 
plication of the gof{pel-demoniacs*. Now, 


fhip, as fervice to the caufe he undertook to de- 
fend, 

* Thus Mr. Roufleau (in his Troifieme Let- 
tre écrite de la Montagne) exclaims upon the fub- 
ject: Il y en a dans |’Evangile qu’il n’eft pas méme 
poilible de prendre au pied de la lettre fans re- 
noncer au bon fens. Tels font, par exemple, 
ceux des pofledés,——Jéfus demande 4 un grouppe 
de demons comment il s’appelle, Quoi! Les dé- 


though 
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though we are not to give up any of the 
genuine doctrines of revelation, merely 
en account of groundlefs prejudices con- 
ceived againft them; yet certainly we 
fhould be very cautious not to create 


mens ont des noms? Les anges ont des noms? 
Les purs efprits ont des noms? Sans doute pour. 
s’entre-appeller entre eux, ou pour entendre quand | 
Dieu les appelle? Mais qui leur a donné ces 
noms? En quelle langue en font les mots? 
Quelles font les bouches gui prononcent ces mots, 
les oreilles que leurs fons frappent ? Ce nom c’eft 
Legion ; car ils font plufieurs, ce qu’apparament — 
Jéfus ne favoit-pas. Ces anges, .ces intelligences 
fablimes dans le mal comme dans le bien, ces etres 
céleftes qui ont pu fe révolter contre Dieu, qui 
ofent combattre fes décrets éternels fe logent en tas - 
dans le corps d’un homme, forcés d’abandonner ce 
malheureux, ils demandent de fe jetter dans une 
troupeau de cochons, ils l’obtiennent ; ces cochons 
fe précipitent dans la mer: & ce font la les au- 
guftes preuves de la miffion du Rédempteur du genre 
humain, les preuves qui doivent l’attefter 4 tous | 
les peuples -de tous les ages, & dont nul ne fau- 
roit douter, fous peine de damnation! Jufte Dieu ! 
La. téte tourne; on ne fait ot l’on eft, See alfo 
Hucian’s Philopfend. p. 337. Oper, tom, ii. ed. 
Amftel, 
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juft prejudices againft revelation, by our 
mifreprefentations of it*. 

With refpect to Chriftians, I fee no 
reafon why they fhould be alarmed at an. 
attempt to fhew, that the New Tefta- 
ment doth not countenance the doctrine 
of real poffeflions. Can it overturn any 
article of their faith, that they themfelves 
could wi/h to be true? May it not free 
them from many groundle({s terrors, and 
give them more honourable ideas of the 
divine government? May it not fhew the 
evidence of Chriftianity to great advan- 
tage, as well as refcue it frorn the fcorn 
of unbelievers? 

Let us therefore endeavour to lay afide 
our prejudices, and judge according toa 
the evidence that is fet before us. The 
power of prejudice to blind the under- 
ftanding, every one hath obferved in 
others; and it muft be owing to great in- 


* Videndum eft ut in iftis fobrié fapiamus ex 
Dei verbo, ne pro veritate aniles fabulas fubftitua- 
mus. Bezaon Luke viii, 31, 

attention, 
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attention, if we have not felt it in our- 
Jjelves. Have we never, upon cool re- 
collection, feen the force of thofe very 
arguments, which, when firft propofed, 
appeared to be weak or inconclufive? 

It may, perhaps, foften the prejudices 
of fome perfons againft the opinion main- 
tained in the following fheets, to confi- 
der that feveral very ancient and eminent 
writers have occafionally delivered fenti- 
ments conformable to it; or, at leaft, 
fuch as are equally diftant from the lite- 
ral fenfe of fcriptures. At the fame 


* In proof of this affertion, I will tranfcribe a few 
paflages from the learned Semlerus, in his Commen- 
tatio de Demoniacis, (Hala Magdeburg. p.26. 1769.) 
which was put into my hands, after thefe papers were 
prepared for the prefs, by an ingenious friend who 
had perufed them. Auguftinus de Genef ad Litter, 
xii, 17. forte revera phreneticus erat, fed propter 
ifta demonium pati putabatur, Nempe fine pia- 
culo & feelere hoc Auguftinus fcribere potuit, 
quum in ifto opere non populum refpiciat, fed in- 
telligentibus operam dare velit. Rem eandem 
eloquitur alicubi Theodoretus, in Pia]. xci. 6. 
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time, it muft be allowed, that the oppo- 
fite opinion can boaft of many learned 


Oxsnovsov rernuCosvor, nal thy Wope ToIs WoAos Te~ 
Osixe doZav.  Scimus os woAdcs funt imperita mul- 
titudo; Joquendi confuetudinem fecutus eft Grae- 
cus interpres, non dzmonium incurfitans ipfe | 
confirmavit, Agobardus epiftola ad Barthol. Ita 
ut caderent quidam more epilepticorum, vel eorum, 
quos vulgus demoniacos putat vel nominat. Cefa- 
rius queeftione CXII. ZeannaComeves Onos xala rnv 
Weoverooy TwY WorAAwy Smrovorcey, pen x wexvliv KETO 

ro ubnaclegov. Vulgata in opinione imperitiorum | 
hanc phrafin dicit fundari. Obfervat Euftathius 
in Iliad. «, 65, 48, Dianam haberi airiav pany, 
ws olov Eimesv, Tors ceAnviacouevors. Ifta Wetftenius 
collegit ;. quibus hzc illa addo, Damafcen. in §a- 
cris Parallel, tomo ii. edit. le Quien p, 4705 ex 
homilia falfo Chryfoftomo tributa, peyas o daimur, 
1 oyncacl ace, Cyril. Hierofol. Catech. 16, 7, “aacilas 
Of WVEULLM Kok N apoelec. Chryfoftomus, Homilia 65, 
in Joan. rov amo rng chews Te xevorws—imimnduorlae rn 
Worn daimovae Auguftin. in Pf.xc. (xci Hebraice) 
Sermone I, re&te hic intelligimus per demonium 
meridianum, vehementem perfecutionem. Magda- 
lenz feptem demonia, plurima vitia interpretatur 
Gregorius M. & Theophylattus, excitante Bened. 
Pererio difput. x. in cap. xi. Joan. p. at, licet ipfe 
7 demones, fpiritus preferat, p.26, 27, not. 18, 


and 
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and able advocates. The proper queftion 
before us, is, which of thefe two opini- 
ons is beft fupported by reafon, and by 
revelation. If we have cultivated a fin- 
cere and prevailing affection for truth, 
‘our inquiries will be conducted with a 
generous difregard of all human autho- 
rity, which is too commonly engaged on 
the fide of error. 


More proofs of our affertion might be produced, 
See Wetftein’s very learned note on Matt, iv. 24, 
and compare what occurs in the following fheets, 
ch. x, fect.g. I will only add here a paflage from 
Calvin, on John xiii, 27. Nimis vero infulfe de- 
lirant, qui diabolum fingunt eflentialiter, ut lo- 
quuntur, Judam intrafle, 
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NEW TESTAMENT... 


FMR AIRST of all, I will endeavour 
< | F & to explain and eftablith the 
7 wets true meaning of demoniacs 
seinen in the New Teftament: : 

In the next place, attempt to folve the 
feveral objeGlions that have been urged 
again{t that explication ; 

And then point out the advantages of 
it, and the inconveniences attending the 
common interpretation of this fubject. 

CHAP, 


\ 
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Nivel TL APPA et, 

“Will endeavour to explain and efta- 
+L blith the true meaning of demoniacs 
in the New Teftament. 

Whatever is neceflary to our forming | 
a juft idea of the gofpel-demoniacs, will 
be comprized under the ten following 
propofitions. 


oy ol ee ORS RelA: bs 


Prop. 1. Lhe /pirits that were thought to 
take poffefion of men’s bodies, are called in 
the New Teftament demons, not devils. 

The Greek word ‘ from whence comes 
the Englifh name, devii, when ufed in 
the fingular number in the New Tefta- 
ment, is generally fuppofed to refer to 
one particular evil fpirit®, the chief 
of the fallen angels: but, at the fame 


* Araboros. | 
2 In the following paflages, Matt. iv. 1. chap. 
xxv. 41, Acts x. 38, ch. xii. 10. Ephef. vi. 11. 
Jam. iv. 7. 1 Pet, v.8. Rev. xii. 9. 
time, 
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time, it muft be allowed by all, that, 
even according to the tranflation now 
in ufe, when the fame Greek word oc- 
curs in the plural number, it is never 
applied to any evil fpirits’. Indeed, we 
often meet with the term devils in the 
Englith tranflation’; but, in all thefe in- 
ftances, that of demons‘ is ufed in the 
original. Strange as it may feem, it Is 
neverthelefs an undoubted fact, that there 
is not a fingle paflage in the New Tefta- 
ment, in which the devil or devils are 
fpoken of, in reference to the prefent fub- 
jet*. Though poffeffed perfons are fo 
very frequently ' mentioned in. the Gof- 


* It occurs only in the following paflages : Their 
wives muf? bem——not flanderers, (tn diaborxs, not de- 
vils) r Fim, it. 11. La the laf? times, men will be 
(diaEoro, devils) falfe accufers, 2 Tim. iii. 3. In 
hike manner, in Tit. ii. 3. aged women are forbidden 
to be (dia€oaus, devils) fulfe accufers. 

i Axtmnovesy OU bLOVEGe 

k That Acts x. 38. is no exception will be 
fhewn below, fed. V. 

' In defcribing perfons poffeffed, the word das.cvioy 
occurs in the Gofpels fifty-two times ; Dockucay 


pels, 
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pels, they are not, on any occafion what 
ever, faid to have, or to be poffeffed by thé 
devil, They’are uniformly and invari- 
ably defcribed as having, or being pof- 
feffed by, a demon or demons. Beelzebub 
is called the prince of demons ™, not of 
devils. It would therefore be foreign from - 
our prefent fubject to enquire who the 
devil is. 

It is indeed commonly apprehended, 
that demons and their prince are the 
very fame fpirits as the devil and his an- 
gels. In fupport of this opinion, the 
abettors of it argue in the following 
manner”: ‘* Satan and Beelzebub are 
«* names for the fame perfon: for when 


three ; and daspoviouas, thirteen ; though dsd€oros 
doth not occur fo much as once in reference to 
poflefons, either in the Gofpels, or in any other 
part of the New Teftament. 

m Mat. xii. 24. Mark iii. y2, 

n See Pegge’s Anfwer to Sykes, and the learn- 
ed Dr. Doddridge on Mat. xii. 25. Fam. Expof. 
vol. I. p. 372, note g, and alfo vol, IT, p.82, note 
c, ad edit. | 


«¢ Chrift 


of the New Tefament. 4% 
e¢ Chrift was reproached with eafting out 
_€ demons by the affiftance of the prince 
s¢ of demons, he replied, How can Satan 
“¢ caft out Satan’? Now, if Satan, 
«¢ who is confidered as the fame perfon 
*¢ with the devil *, was the prince of thofe 
** demons who were -caft out by Chrift; 
* then demons are the fame fpirits as the 
« devil’s angels. And on this fuppofi- 
es tion, there'can be no other difference 
¢¢ between demons and the devil, than 
«6 that which fubfifts between a prince 
«and his fubje&s, who both partake of 
-€€ one common‘nature, though the prince, 
**as-prefiding over the reft, hath a pe- 
‘© culiar name of his own.” It is obferv- 
able, that Dr. Sykes, who maintained 
that demons and their prince were a dif- 
ferent order of {pirits from the devil and 
his angels, never replied to this objec- 
tion, though frequently urged againft him 


© Mat, xii. 26. Mark iii,.26. Luke xi, 18. 
P-Rey, ix. 12. compare Matt. iv, 1, with Mark 
Ie IQ “ 


by 
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by feveral eminent writers. And Dr, 
Lardner*feems to admit-its force. For 
he fays, ‘* the devil is often called Sa- 
tan and Beelzebub.” 

It doth not, however, feem to me to 
follow from the paflage under confidera- 
tion, that the devil is ever called Beel- 
zebub. For the term, /atan, is not ap- 
propriated to one particular perfon or 
fpirit, but fignifies az adverfary, or oppo- 
ment, in general. The Jews called every 
demon by this name, and ufed it in the 
plural number. Samael is ftyled by them, 
the prince of fatans’. Nay, the very words 
of our Saviour, How can Satan caft out 
Satan, if taken in their ftricteft fenfe, 
imply that there were feveral fatans. And 


1 Cafe of the Demoniacs, p. 42. See alfo p. 36. 
In what manner the author of a Review of the 
Controver/y concerning Demoniacs, attempted to folve 
this difficulty, the reader may fee by confulting 

p. 79. Compare Remarks on that Tract, p. 17. 

* And the prince of all the fatans, See Dr. Dod- 
dridge on. Matt, xil. 25. v. I. p. 372, and Ode’s 
Commentar. de Angelis, p, 611, 

| our 
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our Lord niieht only mean, that it was 
unreafonable to fuppofe, that one demon 
would caft out another. Or if you under- 
ftand him to the following purpofe : 
“© Were Beelzebub, whom you regard as 
«* the chief of the po/fe/ffing demons, to ex- 
‘© pel himfelf, which would in effect be 
*¢ the cafe were he to expel his agents 
*‘ and initruments, he would act againft 
<¢ his own intereft, and defeat his own 
“‘fchemes:” it will not follow from 
“hence, that Beelzebub was confidered as 
the fame perfon with the devil. It doth 
not appear, that there is any reference 
here to the latter. He and Beelzebub 
might be regarded as two diftin@ per- 
fons, and yet each be called /atan: a 
word that the Scripture itfelf very com- 
monly applies to every one who is an 
adverfary, or acts in oppofition to an- 
other’. Indeed, if Beelzebub and his 


° The angel of the Lord is called fatan, Numb. 
XXil. 22. God’s anger was kindled againf? Balaam, . 
becaufe he went: and the angel of the Lord food in 
“the way py). for a fatan or adverfary againft him, 


C demons 
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demons were in our Saviour’s time con~ 
ceived to be the very fame perfons as 


In the 33d verfe of the fame chapter, the angel 
fays, £ went out to withfiand thee, which in the ori- 
ginal is, to be a fatan ( (ow?) or adverfary to thee. 
The word is alfo very frequently applied to men. 
Let not David go down with us to battle, (faid the 
princes of the Philiftines) lef in the battle he be 
jw? a fatan, or adverfary to us, 1 Sam. xxix. 4. 
What have I to do with you, ye fons of Leruiah, that ye 
foould this day be {OY ? a fatan, or adverfary to me? 
2 Sam. xix. 22. The Lord my God hath given me ref? - 
on every fide, fo that there is neither adverfary (jw) 
nor evil occurrent, 1 Kings v. 4. See alfo r Kings 
xi. 14, 23, 25. Plal. xxxviii. 20. Pf. Ixxi. 13. 
Pf, cix. 4, 20, 29. In-the New Teftament Chrift 
fays to Peter, Matt. xvi. 23. Get thee behind me, 
fatan, ** You act rather as an Enemy than asa 
*¢ friend, in diffuading me from fubmitting to fuf— 
<¢ ferings and death.” St. Paul, in 2 Cor. xii. ra 
fays, Lef? I should be exaited above meafure through the 
abundance of the revelations, there was given to me a 
thorn in the flefh, the meffenger of fatan to buffet me. 
In the original it isnot dyyeros 72 calav, ‘the angel | 
‘* of Satan,” but dyyedos qurav, an angel fatan, or 
adverfary, "The beft commentators fuppofe, that 
the bodily affliction, or thorn in the flefh, here re- 
ferred to, was fome paralytic fymptom, called elfe- 
where the infirmity of the fleb, Gal.iv. 13. In 
confirmation of this opinion it may be obferved, 


the 
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the devil and his angels, is it not very 
furprifing, that the New Teftament in 
its original language, fhould always {peak 
of the difeafed perfons under confider-. 
ation as pofleffed by @ demon, or demons, 
and never by ¢he devil, or devils? aword, 
as all mutt allow, that is never there ap- 
plied to evil {pirits in the plural number, 
whatever its ufe may be in the fingular. 
Tadd, that inafmuch as Chrift is here re- 


that the word acQivew, ufed here in the original, is 
that by which both the New Teftament writers and 
the Greek phyficians defcribe the palfy. This dif- 
order feems to have been occafioned by the fplen~ 
dor of his vifions affeCting the nervous fyftem ; 
and was purpofely defigned by God, not merely to 
prevent a too great elation in the apoftle, but, by 
taking off from the gracefulnefs and energy of his 
delivery, to render the divine power more confpi- 
cuous in the fuccefs of his miniftry. It is im- 
poflible that St. Paul fhould refer this diforder to 
the devil; he fpeaks of it as proceeding from God, 
or (which is the fame) his angel acting a part adver~ 
fary to the apoftle ; to whom this difpenfation of 
divine Providence was exceedingly humiliating and 


painful, however wifely defigned by God, 


C2 plying 


20 On the Demontacs 


plying to the Pharifees, and reafoning 
with them on their own principles‘, he 
cannot be fuppofed to fpeak of a differ~ 
ent order of beings from what they did. 
Satan therefore muft be equivalent to 
demon, in the fenfe in which demon 
was ufed by them, which will be ex- 
plained hereafter. And fhould it then 
appear, that by demons and their prince 
they underftood human fpirits, it will 
from hence follow, that Chrift can- 
not be fpeaking of fpirits of a celeftial 
origin. | 


* Differt. on Mir. p. 388. 


SECT, 


of the New Tefhament: at 


SB: fake cll, 

Prop. rr By demons, whenever the 
sword occurs in reference to poffeffions, eim 
ther in the Scriptures, or other ancient 
writings, we are to underftand, not fallen 
angels, but the Pagan deities, fuch of them 
as had once been men. 

XA rE have elfewhere * examined. the 

meaning of demons, when applied 
to the objects of popular worthip in the 
Heathen world; and fhewn from the 
united teftimony of Pagans and Jews; 
from the authors of the Septuagint verfion 
of the Old Teftament; and from the 
writers of the New, that we are hereby 
to underftand fuch human fpirits as fu- 
perftition deified; We are now to in- 
quire, whether the word be not ufed in 
the fame fenfe by all the ancients, when 
they fpeak upon the fubject of . pos- 
SESSIONS. 


« Differt. on Mir. ch. iii. fed. 2. | 
G2 I. With 
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I. With regard to the Heathens, it is 
well known, that they advanced human 
fpirits to the rank of. gods and demons ; 
and that they judged them capable of en- 
tering the bodies of mankind, and of 
producing phrenfy and diffraction, which, 
as will be fhewn below, was regarded as 
the moft ufual effect of demoniacal pof- 
feffion, Prophefying amongft the Hea- 
thens was attended with rage and mad- 
nefs *. Almoftall their oracles belonged 
to that f{pecies of divination which was 
by fury, fuch as was imputed’ to ‘the 
power and prefence of their gods. And 
that thefe gods were deified men, appears 
from the oracles of Jupiter, the chief of 
all the prophetic divinities; of Apollo, 


* Not only the Pythia at Delphi, but the Sibyls 
alfo fwelled with rage, and were befide them- 
felves. See Virgil. Ain. vi. 77-, Quid vero habet 
auctoritatis furor ifte quem divinum vocatis, ut, 
quz fapiens non videat, ea videat infanus ; & is, 
qui humanos fenfus amiferit, divinos affecutus fit ? 
Cicer. de Divinat, lib. ii. cap. 54. 


who, 
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wwho, next to Jupiter, excelled moft in 
the faculty of infpiring predi@tions, and — 
who had a celebrated temple at Delos, 
the reputed place of his birth ; of Tro- 
phonius, Amphiaraus, and other men, 
who after death were tranflated to the 
gods. | 

The terms employed by the Greeks’, 
to defcribe perfons i/pired, poffeffed, and 


y They are called Seopsonlos, Ffchyl. Agamem- an 
hon, v. 1149. Strabo, lib. xii. p. 535. D.. ed. 
_Pariss 1620: p. 809; ed. Amftelodami, 1707,—-——» 
Secannla, Plutarch. de Herodot. malignitate, p. 855. 
JuspovsCouevos, (which fhews that the gods 
by whom thefe perfons were poflefled were demons) 
Plutarch. Sympof. lib. vii. queft. 5. prop. fin. Vide 
Plutarch. de Fluviis, p. 11595 moist df eos res bxi- 
woucouévss. Lucian defcribes them by a fimilar 
word, T2#s dasmovwvlas, Philopfeudes, p. 337. v. 2. 
ed. Amitelodami. Concerning an exorcift it is 
there faid, eFeradves rov dxiuova, abigit demonem, 
| p. 338 ¥ erm upunAesT 24, from Euricles, fee He- 


# It may be worth while to inquire in what fenfe demon 
is ufed in this Dialogue of Lucian. Jom, after be had given | 
an account of the perfon who caft out demons, adds, that 
he himfelf had feen one (that is, ademon) /o gedled. Many 
others as well as you, {aid Eucrates, have met with demons 
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difordered in their underftandings, ferve to 
thew, that the fpirits by whom thefe per- 
fons were thought to be aGtuated, were 
not fallen angels, but the gods the Hea- 
thens worfhipped; particularly fuch as 


fychius, Suidas, or Vandale de Idolat, p. 648, 649. 
—— wibwes, Schol. in Ariftophan. Vefp.. 1014.. 
p- 314. ed. Kufter. Plutarch de Orac. defedt. p.. 
414. E. Differt. on Miracles, p. 275.—-——— Mar Eo- 
Anwlos or QabsAwunlo, Plutarch. in Pompeio, & 
Herodot. lib. iv. p. 229. c. 13.—-and we Qeanmloty, 
Plato in Phed. p. 1216. E. & p. 1218. F.. 


QQaimorw.) Ihave a thoufand times feen fuch things. In proof 
of this affertion, he affures the company, that he and his 
family had often feen the ftatue of Pelichus defcending from 
his pedefta!, and walking round the houfe, p. 338, 339. In: 
the fequel of the dialogue, Eucrates, who had been defend- 
ing the doctrine of apparitions, fays, We have been endea- 
wouring to perfuade Tychiades, (who fuftains the character of 
of an unbeliever in thefe points,) that there are demons, 
(Sajpsovag-rivag elves,) and that the phantafms and fouls of the dead: 
cwander upon the earth, and appear to whom they pleafe, p. 
346. Toconfirm this fentiment, Diognotus, the Pythagorean, 
bids Tychiades go to Corinth, where he might fee the very. 
houfe from which he bimfelf had expelled the demon (civ. 
Salwove) that difturbed it, which was the ghoft of a dead mang. 
p. 343. Nor doth it appear, thatthe word demon, is in any. 
part of the Dialogue, applied to any other than human {pi- 
rits. The demoniacs therefore, “of whom he {peaks in this 
Dialogue, muft be poffeffed by fuch fpirits. He ufes denon. 
$n the fame fenfe on other occafions. “Ezco dvamraicacba ree: 
adi paragire daiovac. Sine quiefcant defunéti manes. De Luc- 
tu, tom. ii. p. 307. In his Charon, five Contemplantes, v. 1. 


6 were 
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were of human origin, or mere fictions 
of the imagination. This obfervation 


holds true alfo with refpect to the terms 
employed to deferibe the fame perfons 
by the Latins’. Weare indeed expre(sly 
informed by Hippocrates, that the 
Greeks referred poffefiion to their gods, 
particularly the mother of the gods, 
Neptune, Mars, Apollo, Hecate, and 


2 "They are called. by the. Latins, Lymphatici, 
Plin. Nat. Hift. lib. xxv. c. 5. p. 386, ed. Har- 
duin. Thefe anfwer to the vaQoarinmla of the 
Greeks. Veteres Greci Nympham dicebant, quam 
nos mutatione unius ‘litere Lympham, hoe eft, 
aquam, Calopin. Dictionar.—Bacchantes. Bac- 
che bacchanti fi velis advorfarier, ex infana infa- 
niorem facies. Plaut Amphit. Act, il. fc. 2. Ve Jie 
See Herodot, lib. iv. c. 79. & Curtius, vili. 33.— 
Some perfons are defcribed. by Pliny,. (Nat. Hift, 
lib, xxx. c. 19. fect. 24.) as agitated a nocturnis diisy 
Faunifque. The Fauni were the gods of the 


35%, he introduces Mercury as informing Charon, thatmen 
believed, that the fouls of the departed feafted upon the li- 
bations and facrifices that were offered them; which is what 
he elfewhere, as well.as others, afhrms concerning demons. 
Nemigsixact & gv tee Luyes dvamwemroeivas, &. T. X, Compare 
his Menippus feu Necyomantia, p. 328, 329. 


the 
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the heroes, who were all human {pis 
rits, The defign of his treatife on the 
Epilepfy ® is to thew, that this diforder 
was neither more divine, nor /acred than 
other diforders; in oppofition to priefts, 
magicians, and impoftors, who referred 
it more immediately to the gods, and 
undertook to cure it by expiations and 
charms‘. And weare certain, that amongft 
the Latins, the fpirits that actuated 
the Cerriti and Larvati (who moft ex- 
actly anfwered to the demoniacs of the 
New Teftament) were no other than 
deified human ghofts *. 


fields, and fprang from Faunus, the father of 
Latinus. _ Concerning the Cerriti and Larvati, fee 
below, note (°). 

* Vide p. 303. Oper. ed. Foefii, Genev. 1657. 
This paflage will be cited below, ch. il. fect. 3. 
shee Fara 

: Ilegs Inens vocs. 

“ Vide Hippocrat. Oper. p. 301, 302, 303, 3075 
310. 

“ The Cerriti and Larvati. The Cerriti de- 
rived their names from Ceres, the daughter of 
Saturn. In Cerervis facris furore corripiebantur. 


Such 
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Such were the fentiments of the Hea-. 


thens concerning poffefling demons in 


Et ficut 4 Baccho Bacchantem dicimus, fic a Ce- 
rere Cerritum. Calepini Dictionar. 
As to the Larvati, lar aut lars eft Hetrufca vox. 


It fignifies a prince, or a lord; which laft word is 


{uppofed to be derived from /ar.. See Ainfworth 
and Littleton on this word. It was applied not 
only to their domeffic, but alfo to their cele/ial gods, 
the dii majorum gentium, who were all natives of 
this lower world ; and anfwers to the word dopa». 
Quos Graci daimovec, noftri, opinor, Lares. Cicer. 
in Timzo 3. That the demons. of the Greeks 
were deified men and women, we have fhewn elfe- 
where. Arnobius, fays, Varro—nunc antiquo- 
rum fententias fequens larvas effe dicit lares, quafi 
quofdam genios & functorum animas mortuorum. 
Adv. Gentes, lib. iii, p. 124. A laribus Jarve. 
Larve gentibus erant mortuorumw anime, quas 
aliter umbras vocabant.’ Vide Littleton. 

The ghofts of the deceafed were diftinguifhed 
by different names, according to their different 
difpofitions and fun@tions. The larve were con 
fidered as mifchievous fpirits. What Apuleius 
fays.on this fubject, in his book, De Deo So- 
Cratis, is as follows: Secundo fignatu fpecies dz- 
monum animus humanus, exutus & liber ftipendiis 
witz, corpore {uo abjuratis. Hunc vetere Latina 


every . 


3 s 
grt, 
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every age; and particularly in that itd 
which the Gofpel was firft publithed: 
Strabo, who flourifhed in the time of 


lingua repério Lemurem * didtitatum. Ex his 
ergo Lemuribus, qui, pofteriorum fuorum curam 
fortitus, pacato & quieto numine domum poffi- 
det, Lar dicitur familiaris. Qui verd, propter 
adverfa vite merita, nullis bonis fedibus incerta 
vagatione, ceu quodam exilio, punitur, inane ter- 
riculamentum bonis hominibus, cceterum noxium 
malis, id genus plerique Larvas perhibent, Cum 
vero incertum eft, que cuique eorum fortitio eve- 
nerit, utrum Lar fit, an Larva; nomine Manem 
deum nuncupant +.——Larvatus is derived from 
Lars, or rather from Larva, and is generally ex- 
plained by larva indutus, vel demone pofleflus. A 
larvis furiofi infanique vocantur larvati. I agree 
with a learned writer, (Crito, v. i. p. 238) that 


* Mox etiam Lemures animas dixere filentum. 
| Ovid. Faft. |. 5. 

+ St. Auftin (De Civ. Dei, lib. ix. c. 11.) gives the following 
account of the fentiments of the Platonifts on this fubject, 
of fuch of them efpecially as he fuppofed beft underftood 
Plato, Dicit quidem & animas hominum dzmones effe, & ex 
hominibus fieri Lares, fi meriti bonifunt ; Lemures feu Larva, 
fi mal. Manes autem deos dici, cum incertum eft, bonorum 
eos, feu malorum efle meritorum.—Larvas quippe dicit effe 
noxios demones ex hominibus factos. Sed hinc alia queftio 
eft. Inde autem perhibet appellari Greece beatos eddaluovas, 
quod boni fint animi, hoc ef, boni dzemones, animos quoque 
hominum dzemones effe confirmans. 

Au- 
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Auguftus, calls the goddefs Feronia 
(who was born in Italy) a demon: and 
fays, that thofe who were poffeffed by this 
demon © walked barefoot over burning 
coals. Philoftratus, in his life of Apol- 
_Jonius Tyaneus, who was cotemporary 
with Chrift, relates, that a demon who 
poflefled a young man, confefied him- 
felf to be the ghoft of a perfon flain in 
battle *. | 4 
II. Let us proceed to inquire what 
were the fentiments of the Jews, con- 
cerning thofe demons which were 
thought to poflefs mankind. The whole 


the larvati aredemoniacs: but the larve with which 
they were poflefied, were human ghofts. Confe- 
quently fuch alfo demons were. 

i Pe cwovia WoALS esy opacovupn > Emo woh Th dai 


Pb——01 xaleyouevor Ud THs da.ijwovG> THUTNS« 
Strabo, lib. v..p. 340. 


* "EEnyopevcey o datum tavidvyr—ug dura EASYyEv 
gives padv’ eldwrov avdpes, 0¢ wortuw work amelavev. 
Dzmon quifnam effet confeffus eft—nempe aiebat 
fe umbram hominis effe in bello olim interfe@i. 
Vit. Apollonii Tyan. lib, iii, c. 38. p. 128, 

hif- 
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hiftory of this people furnifhes a melan- 
choly proof of their great pronenefs to 
adopt the principles and practices of their 
fuperftitious and idolatrous neighbours. 
In the time of our Saviour, the Greek 
learning (originally built on the philo- 
fophy of the Eaft) was greatly ftudied 
and admired by the Jews, and had in- 
fected even the loweft ranks of men; It 
is natural therefore to fuppofe, that thofe 
amoneft them, who, like their Hea- 
then neighbours, believed in real pof; 
feftions, would afcribe thefe effeds to the 
fame fpirits as they did. What is fo 
jhighly probable in theory, will, per- 
haps, upon inquiry, appear to be true in 
fact. 

In proof of this point, I would firft 
of all produce a paflage from the evan- 
gelical hiftory, which is generally urged 
to eftablifh the contrary do@rine. I re- 
fer to the language of the Pharifees, 
when they made the following objection 

to 
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fo Chrif’s cure of demoniacs ; He 
cafteth out demons by Beelzebud (or as it is 
in the Greek, Beelzebul) she prince of 
demons. In the late controverfy concern- 
ing demoniacs, it was confidently af- 
ferted by one party, and either allowed 
or not difputed by the other, ‘* that 
«* Beelzebub is the name which the Jews 
‘¢ cave to the prince of fallen angels ; 
‘© and that it was given him by way of 
‘‘ derifion; Beelzebub being the fame 
‘¢ with Baalzebub, and fignifying as that 
“doth, the lord of a jy.” Now were it 
true, that Beelzebub is a fallen angel, 
demons, without doubt, are {pirits of the 
fame order. But what hath been afferted 
by fome with regard to this matter, and 
too readily granted by others, hath never 
yet been proved. The point deferves to. 
be carefully confidered. | 

We learn from the Old Tehéndeae 

that Ahaziah fent meffengers, and faid 


* Miata, 26. -ch, Nil, aay 27y 4 Mark, iil, 28, 
Luke xi. 15, 18, 19. 


unto 
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unto them, Go, inquire of Baalzebub, the 
god of Ekron, whether I fhall recover of 
this difeafe’. From this paffage it clearly. 
appears, that Eeelzebub was a god of 
the Philiftines, and had a temple and 
oracle at Ekron. It likewife appears, 
that this name was not given him by 
way of contempt; becaufe it was ufed by 
Ahaziah at the very time he was acknow- 
ledging his divinity, and defirous of con- 
fulting him concerning his recovery. 
This is farther evident from the true 
meaning of thisname, and the reafon of 
its being given. MHiftory informs us, 
what we may eafily credit, that thofe 
who lived in hot climates, and where 
the foil is moift, (which was the cafe of 
the Ekronites, who bordered upon the 
fea,} were exceedingly infefted with 
flies. Thefe infects were fometimes 
thought to caufe contagious diftem- 
pers. Pliny makes mention of a-people 


eg mines 1.42. ; 
who 
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who ftopped a peftilence which they oc- 
cafioned, by facrificing to the fly-hunting 
god‘, It feems not improbable, that fome 
imagined cure of this kind, or a general 
perfuafion of his power of driving away 
flies from the places they frequented, 
might be the reafon why the god of 
Ekron was called Beelzebub*,. For it 
was cuftomary with the Heathens, to 
call their gods by the name of thofe in- 
fects, from which they were believed to 


; enor Tei myiagron deum, mufcarum mul- 
titudine peftilentiam afferente; qua protinus in- 
tereunt, poftquam litatum eft ei deo. Plin, Nat. 
Hift. lib. x. c, 28. § 40. 

k Some of the Greek Fathers thought, that 
this fly god was worfhipped under the form of a 
fly. And Mr, Young (on Idolatry, vol. il. p. g1, 
92.) obferves, that it was cuftomary with the 
Heathens to reprefent their gods by fome crea-~ 
tures that were facred to them. But the fuppofed 
power of this god over that noxious infect, the 
fly, feems to me the moft probable reafon of the 
name of Beelzebub. 


D deliver 
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deliver their worthippers'. The god of 
flues”, and the fly-hunter ", were titles af- 
cribed by the Greeks to: Jupiter, as well 
as to Hercules’. Now, in as much as. 
Beelzebub is a title of honour, and fuch 
as might be, and certainly was, applied 
to the god of Ekron by his worfhippers,. 
it can hardly be doubted, but that it was 
in ufe amongft the Philiftines, as well 
as amongit the Jews’. Whatever opi- 


! Sic Hercules ditus imoxléves, interemptor vere 
miculorum vites infeftantium,: qui Gratcis tres. Item: 
xwverevs, culicum depulfor Oeteeis cultus. Lo- 
mierus de vet, Gent. Luftrationibus, p. 23. Vide. - 
etiam Bochart.. Hierozoic. par. IH. lib. iv. c. 92 
Oper ‘vol. ii, p. soo, & pars. libs i. e.g. Oper, 
vol. ii, p. 36 & Selden: de Dis Syr. Syntag, ii, 
o. 6. p. 228..ed Amftel, 1680. 

™ Muiodnc, mufcarum deus, 

nh Murayeoc, mufcarum venator. 

SV’ ATmomMua Ary Svscw "HAgso8, ‘Pwpenios dé "ATOM. ubee 
‘Heaxds!, Clem. Alexandrinus in Protreptico, 7 

P Bochart fays, Itaque nomen Beelzebub tam 
apud Philifteos, quam apud Ifraelitas in ufu 
fuiffe reor, And Selden (ubi fupra, p. 227.) 

+8 nlon: 
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nion the latter had formed of the moral 
character of the prince of demons, yet, 
even they did not call him Beelzebuib by 

way of derifion; notwithftanding thé 
feeming meannefs of this term, the lord of 
fies. For the Jews had learned of the 
Heathens, to regard a power of driving 
away thefe noxious infects as 4d divine 
prerogative; endéavouting to perfuadé | 


men‘, that the temple of Jerufalem, 


though fo many factifices were offered 
there daily, hever had a fly upon it; 
thus copying rather than deriding, what 
the Heathetis fabled concerning fome of 
their temples, into which, (according ta 
Pliny, Solinus, and others) no fly could . 
enter’. 
ufes flronger langitage, Mihi pérfuafifimum eft, 
Accaronitis ipfis eum Baalzebub dictum. Mi 
1 In Pitke Avoth, c. 5. § 6; 7; . Non con- 
fpecta eft mufca in domo mactationis. ‘ 
* Should it be faid, ‘ that the Greek word 


‘© ufed in the New. Teftament, is not Beelze- 
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Upon what grounds then is it con-~ 
cluded, that by Beelzebub, we are to 


‘¢ bub, but Beelzebul, which fignifies the lord of 
*¢ @ dunghill ; and therefore that. this name could 
“< not have been ufed by the Heathens, but mutt 
*¢ have been given by the Jews in derifion:” f 
anfwer, 1. That many learned men fuppofe, that 
the final b was fometimes changed into | in the 
aticient languages. Bochart (Hieroz. par. II. lib. iv. 
C, 9. p. 501.) and Grotius (on Mat. x. 25.) 
have given inftances of fuch changes, On this 
fuppcfition, the Greek word will agree with the 
Hebrew, 2 Kings i. 2. 2. If Beelzcbul be ufed 
as a different name. from Beelzebub, there will 
neverthelefs be no reafon to fuppofe that it was 
given by the fews, or that it was expreffive of 
contempt. When the Jews reproached the Hea- 
then gods .as dung, they ufe a different word, 
i714, 2 Kings xxi. 21. Ezek. vi. 4. If Zebul 
be derived from oat Zebel, Stercus, it corref- 
ponds to xomeos in the Orphic verfes, Zev xudice, 
piyise env, hrvueve nomen, Jupiter! moft illufpri- 
ous, the greateft of the gods, wrapt in dung. What 
Clemens Alexandrinus fays of the Stoics, is agree- 
able to the doctrine of Orpheus, and to that of 
‘the Pagans in general, dia awdons Sane, nab dia Hs 
arimalarins, ro Seboy dinnes Aivovlas. Cohort, p. ‘58. 
ed, Oxon, ‘Phe Hebrew word 7131 zebul, pro- 


under- 
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underftand the devil, if by the devil be 
meaned a fallen angel ? Can this be proved 
from the import of the name? There is 
no kind of affinity between Beelzebub 
and devil either in found or meaning. 
Were the Jews accuftomed to call the. 
devil by the name of Beelzebub? The 
very contrary appears from their ancient 
writings,:in which he is called Afmo- 
deus‘, This is a great objection againtt 
the common hypothefis. The difficulty 
was felt and confefied by Bochart, Sel- 
den, and others'. But thefe learned 


' perly fignifies an habitation, and (as Stockius ob- 
ferves) is applied to the heavens, the manfion of 
the deity. This agrees with the title of Beelfamen 
or, Baalfemin, the lord of heaven, which the Ekro- 
nites, and other Phenicians gave to their fupreme 
numen. Whether therefore Beelzebub and Beel- 
zebul be different names, or the fame name with 
different terminations, they defcribe the perfon 
whom the Heathens regarded as their chief deity, 

f See Selden’ and Bochart in the places referred 
to in the next note. . 

* Bochart, vol. iii. p 501, fays, Difficilior eft 
queftio, cur Pharifei five Beelzebub, five Beel- 


1% men 
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men did not advert, that the Pharifees 
were not fpeaking of the devil. It is in- 
deed in the higheft degree improbable, 
that there fhould be any reference here’ 
to the devil, for this farther reafon, that 
he is never fpoken of in Scripture as po/- 
JSefing men bodies ; this was deemed the 
peculiar office of demons. Beelzebub’ 
was the prince of the poffefing demons, in 
the eftimation of the Pharifees ; and 
therefore in their eftimation, was a hu- 
man {pirit ; as will be fhewn immediately 
upon the exprefs teftimony of a learned 


zebul, dzmonem_ principem effe voluerint, qui 
Hebreorum aliis eft OWN Afmodeus. Selden, 
p-. 231, freely owns, Ob-quam rem ad. principem 
dzimoniorum denotandum ufurpetur.Beelzebub aut 
Beelzebul (dum tamen innuebant Beelzebub) fateor 
cum Origine, me omnino. latere,——-Neque hunc 
- faciunt Ebreorum “monimenta demoniorum prin- 
cipem, fed Afhmodzum potius.——Hunc memorat 
Elias in Thifbi, qui eidem Samael etiam feribit 
vocabulo fuifle. Volunt autem..Samaélem pro- 
prium efle Diaboli nomen, qui primos parentes 
fefellit, : | 
Pha- 
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Pharifee. Laftly, Beelzebub was a Hea- 
then deity: for he is {poken of here 
as a demon, which was the ufual appella- 
tion of the Heathen deities; he is exprefly 
called in the Old Teftament, the god 
of _Ekron, and is reprefented by the 
Pharifees under the very fame title and 
character as the Heathens themfelves af- 
cribed to their gods.. The Pharifees 
therefore, under this title, did not refer 
toa different perfon from what the Hea- 
thens did. Now, if Beelzebub was a 
Heathen demon, or deity, he was no 
other than a deified human fpirit: for 
fuch were all the Heathen demons, who 
were the more immediate objets of the’ 
publick eftablifhed worfhip*, and thofe 
in particular to whom divination and ora- 
«les were afcribed*. And if the prince 


“That demon was the term ufed both by Hea- 
hens and Jews to defcribe deified human fpirits, 
is fhewn in Differt. on Mir. p, 174, 198.  Sce 
likewife below fect. to. 

wee above, p, 22, 23. 
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of demons was of human ‘extract, no 
doubt his fubjeéts were fo likewife ”. 
That the fpirits who were fuppofed 
to poffefs mankind, were thought by the 
Jews to be fuch human fpirits as be- 
came demons after their departure from 
the body, appears’ with ftill clearer: evi- 
dence, from ‘the exprefs teftimony of 
Jofephus, the learned Pharifee:réferred 
to above. “This writer was nearly co- 
temporary with the apofiles, and wrote 


- %Jt is no inconfiderable. confirmation of. the 
explication given above.of the prince of demons, 
that the Heathens (whofe. language the Pharifees 
adopt) apply the fame or a fimilar-term to a hu- 
man fpirit. In the Alceftisof Euripides, Hercules 
is introduced “as faying, v. 1140, Maxay covabas 
daryrsvov To xorparw. Commilla pugna cum rege dz- 
monums which the fcholiaf explains by TH) THY VEX- 
env xveia, adding, Pasi yae Fes vEM pss Dai wove’. 
By demons we are here neceflarily to uncerftand, the 
dead; and by the prince of demons, 18 probably 
meaned Pluto, the fon of Saturn, brother of Jupiter 
and Neptune. He was called Swmnmanus, q. fummus 
manium, Auguft. de Civ. Dei, lib, iv. c. 23. 


in 
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in the fame Janguage as they did. He 
was well acquainted with the fentiments 
of his countrymen with refpect to pofief- 
fions. The expulfion of demons was 
indeed a favourite fubje@ with him. He 
hath entertained his readers with a long 
account of the method of effecting it, 
and defcribed what appeared to him 
to be an inftance of its fuccefs, when 
tried .by a Jew in the pzefence of Vef- 
pafian. In order to raife the character 
of Solomon, who makes. fo diftinguith- 
ed-a figure in the Jewith hiftory, he 
{cruples not to affirm, that he was in- 
firudted by God in the anti-demoniac 
art*..° From a.writer of this turn of 
mind, we are not to expect any thing to 
be faid unneceffarily in diminution of the 
power of demons. For the greater their 
power is, the greater glory would thofe 
acquire, who could give proper evidence 


A Piatiq. FO Vvin. c: awe §, 
ie, X x \ 7 / a 
~ Try xara tov drapovev téyyavy ib. 


of 
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of their being able to controul and expel 
them. Neverthelefs, Jofephus fays, that 
demons are the fpirits of wicked men, who 
enter the living, and kill thofe who receive 
no help”: language too clear and exprefs 
to be perverted by the power of criti- 
cium. 

II}. Let us now inquire in what fenfe 
it is moft reafonable to underftand de- 
mons, when ufed in reference to pof- 
feffions by Chrift and his apoftles. 

It hath been faid, that “ this word 
“< carries a different meaning in the facred 
** writings, from what it did in the pro- 
** fane; or, that our Saviour and the 
<* evangelifts ufed it in a fenfe peculiar to 
« themfelves.” How does this appear? It 
ought not to be prefumed, or taken for 
granted, that any perfon whatever, who 

ts yap AHAB EVO OObLOVEAy THUTR DE wovngwy 
is cvlpamuv wveluata, ros Cuow eioduaprere, ad 
2 sivovlee tus Ponbeiac pn tuyxavorlas. De Bello 
Jud. lib. vii. c. 6. § 3. The demoniacs of Jofephus 
anfwer to the larvati of the Romans. 

hath 


. 
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hath no intention to deceive, ufes words 
ina fenfe different from the reft of the 
world, unlefs he gives exprefs notice of 
his fo doing. Whoever affumes a liberty 
of giving a new meaning to words, with~ 
out explaining it, cannot intend to en- 
lighten, but to confound or infult the 
underftandings of men. A conduét of 
this kind would be peculiarly heinous in 
an inftrutor of the people, who never 
look farther than to the obvious and or- 
dinary fenfe of words, of fuch efpecially 
as occur continually in common conver- 
fation. Shall we then caft fo foul a re- 
proach as this on Chrift and his apoftles, 
charge them with guilt of the deepeft 
dye? Shall we take it for granted, that 
they were thus guilty, without the leaft 
fhadow of proof? : 

The facred writers have not particu 
larly, explained the fenfe in which they 
ufe the word, demon. Now, is it not a 
natural inference from hence, that they 
ufe this word, as they do all others, in 

its 
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its common and ordinary fignification ? If 
they had affigned it a zew and peculiar 
meaning, would not they have given us 
notice of their doing it? Was not fuch 
notice necefiary to prevent miftakes? 
The Greek language, in the age of the 
Gofpel, was very generally {poken in all 
the cultivated parts of the world, not only 
by the Gentiles, but by the Jews alfo 
who were difperfed amoneft them, and 
even by the inhabitants’ of Judea. It is 
the language in which the New Tefta- 
ment was written, which was defigned 
for the ufe‘of the bulk of mankind.” De- 
mon inthis language was not a new 
word‘, invented by the facred writers to 
exprefs their own peculiar opinions, ‘but 
was in daily ufe with all men in their 
age, as it had been for ages before. 
Now, can it be reafonably fuppofed, that 
‘thefe writers, when they adopted this 


f Differe. on. Miss p p. 174. compare Mat. XV. 22. 


John Vill, 485,52. 
word, 
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word, were ignorant of its ufual fignifi- — 
cation, which was that of a Pagan deity, 
or deified man? We are certain they 
were not ignorant of this Gignification of 
it: for they have recorded an inftance 
among ft the Heathens, in which it could 
not be applied to any other than deified 
human fpirits*, To fuch fpirits, they 
likewife knew, the word was applied in 
the Jewith Scriptures, | mean, in the 
Septuagint verfion * of them, with which 
they were intimately acquainted. Nay, 
it is allowed, that they do themfelves 
employ this term to defcribe the Hea- 
then gods‘, and other deified or beati- 
fied human fpirits®. From thefe pre- 

* AGts xvii. 18. He feemeth to be a fetter forth 
of firange demons or gods. See Diflert. on Mir. 
p- 203> 204.0 

' Id. p. 198. See alfo below, fect to. 


eke 
1 Cor. x. 20, 21. See below fect. 10, and 
Differ. on Mir. p. 201. 


$1 Tim. iv. 1. Giving heed to doétrines concern= 
ing demons, See Differt on Mir, p, 167. In 


mifes 
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mifes we may conclude, that by derions, 
when ufed in reference to poffeffions by 
the writers of the New Teftament, they 
meaned fuch human fpirits as were 
thought to become demons after death ; 
unlefs fome good reafon can be given 
for their affigning this word a meaning 
on this fubject, quite different from that 
which the Heathens, the authors of the 
Septuagint, and they themfelves affign 
it on other occafions. 

But they could not affign the word a 
different meaning on this fubjec&t, with- 
out running counter to the fenfe of all 
mankind in their age. For whatever 
was then taught concerning other evil 
{pirits; yet, both Jews and Gentiles 
were agreed in referring poffeflions to 


Rev. xvi, 14, mention is made of the /pirits of 
demons working miracles ; by which Mr, Pyle un- 
derftands pretences to infpiration and miracles, in 
confirmation of the doctrines of gho/ts, demons, and 


faints. Kher a fol yas | att ha OULasiens ow 
' « Cpe eee 3 } SAREE | 
whil Bemen occurs ~ The Nem Tore 


ie L ki p- 268. 


of the New Teftament. 4a 
the fpirits of departed men, Not a fingle 
exception from any cotemporary or ear- 
lier writer hath hitherto been produced. 
The evangelifts could not be ignorant, 
who poffefiing demons were univerfally 
thought to be; and confequently muft 
know, that they would be mifunder-: 
ftood ; nay, they muft defign to be mif- 
underftood by the world, if without any 
explanation, they ufed the word in a 
fenfe peculiar to themfelves on the fub- 
ject before us; efpecially as they were 
known to ufe it on other occafions in its 
common fignification. 
IV.. It is no inconfiderable confirma- 
tion of all that hath been offered con- 
| cerning poffeffing demons, that the pri- 
mitive Chriftians underftood hereby hu- 
man fpirits, and reprefent this as the 
general opinion of the world. None 
eould be better qualified to inform us of 
the general fenfe of thofe ages, concern- 
ing the fubject under our confideration, 
than. “Yuftin Martyr. He was born in 
Pas 
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Paleftine, bred a Heathen, and inftrué- 
ed inthe principles of the Stoic, Peri= 
patetic, Pythagorean, and Platonic phi- 
lofophy. He afterwards became a Chri 
tian, and flourifhed near the times of the 
apottles. Now this learned writer (with- 
out the leaft apprehenfion of contradict~ 
ing Chrift or his apoftles) fays exprefly, 
that thofe perfons who are feized and thrown 
down by the fouls of the deceafed, ‘are fuch 
as ALL MEN agree in calling demontacs and 
mad*, And he himfelf agreed with the 
reft of the world, in referring poffeffions 
to the fouls of dead men: for from 
the cafe of the poffeffed, he infers the 
permanency of the human foul after 
death. It is more remarkable, that he. 
fhould efteem the poffefing demons to be 


human fouls, and affirny, that a// men did 


2 Ob duxats awolaveilov AawSavornevos, “at pim- 
ré.cvor Avbowmor, #5 dasnovornmles war prasvoniys xa- 
Agos waves. Apol. i. al. ii. p. 65, Parif. 1620. 
p. §4. ed. Bened, p. 27. ed. Thirlb. 


fo 


” 
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fo too; inafmuch as he feems to have 
believed in demons of a different order, 
from thofe who were of the human 
fpeciepi | | | 


i In his Cohort. ad Graecos,. p. 87, ed. Oxon, 
he calls the devil a demon, and (p. 19.) fpeaks 
of the devil’s deceiving our firft parents. 

To fome it may appear ftrange, that poflef- 
fions fhould be afcribed by many of the Fathers, 
after the time of Juftin Martyr, to fallen angels. 
The following confiderations, perhaps, may in fome 
meafure account for their conduct. 

I. Several philofophers taught, that the Heathen 
demons were evil fpirits of a rank fuperior to 
mankind; and that thefe demons perfonated the 
fouls of the dead, gods, and genii, and procured 
themfelves» to be worfhipped under their names. 
See Plutarch deIf. & Ofir. p- 360, 361. Por- 
phyry de Abftin. § 36, 37, 39, 40, 42. Philo de 
Gigantibus, p. 286. C. ed. Paris. Jamblicus de 
Myfteriis, fegm. iii, cc. 31, 32. Differt. on 
Mir. p. 220, note", Now, in this opinion many — 
of the Fathers had been educated ; others werein= 
clined to adopt it, from an attachment to the 
principles of fome of the learned Gentiles. Ac- 
cordingly we find them, in fupport of this opinion, 
appealing to the magi, and to the philofofophers. 
Ifti igitur impuri fpiritus, damones, ut oftenfum 
a magis, 4 philofophis, & a Platone, fays Minu- 


E Other 
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Other teftimonies might be produced; 
but, 1 hope, they are not wanted; ef- 


cius Felix in the perfon of Odtavius, c. 27. vidi 
c. 26. He defcribes them as, a ccelefti vigore 
terrenis labibus & cupiditatibus ,degravati. The 
Fathers afcribed to thefe celeftial demons, what+ 
ever the Heathens in general attributed ‘to their 
deified ghiofts);. and confequentl y accounted for 
poflefions, without referring them. to human {pi- 
rits, This was natural and unavoidable, if you: 
{uppole them to be ferioufly. perfuaded of the truth,. 
-of what has been taught,them on this fubje&. by. 
their Pagan inftruQors. 

IJ... Motives: of. policy, as well as the princi 
ples of their education, and their -attachment to: 
the Gentile philofophy, led them ‘to reprefent pof- 
fefing demons. as fpirits of a shigher:order:than: 
mankind. In order to underftand this matter, it 
will be neceflary to tranfcribe a. few paflages from- 
St. Chryfoftom ;, and I fhall the .ather‘do it, as’ 
they will ferve to ilhuftrate the general. argument,, 
as well as. to eftablifh the point for* which’ they 
are more directly produced. "EvravQa rmovngey ' v0-- 
CHa reg vuersous Ebene Berouas dugg? act ya. 
wWorrar Tay aDedesiowy vouaceas TS ugais Tar Biciw 
Savery Tercut@vran daspovas-yiver las! Oux ts dt TOVTO,, 
unto. QU yale ai dua rev Brabaverctvran dai 
proves yivouras, aan at rvbuxal av gv cpooTnmacn 
Cavrw. Hic malum. morbum. veltree anime exi- 


pecially 
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pecially as the evidence is all on one 
fide. No fingle inftance of a perfon’s 


mere cupio: etenim multi fimpliciores exiftimant, 
animas eorum, qui violenta morte deceflerunt, 
fieri demonas. Hoc vero non-eft, non eft. Non 
enim anime’ eorum, qui violenta morte decedunt, 
fiunt deemones, fed anime eorum, qui in peccatis 
vivunt. De Lazaro, Conc. II. tom. i. p. 727, ed. 
Montfaucon. St. Chryfoftom admits, thatthe demons 
in the pofleffed perfons pretended, that they were the 
fouls of fuch or fuch a.monk ; (04 daijoves Atpuct, Te 
provans re devas n ux iui, p. 728.) which was 
one of the arguments, ufed to prove the truth of 
the commonly received dotrine, that the poflefiing 
demons were human fpirits. But Chryfoftom him- 
felf afferts, that it was the devil that perfonated 
the chofts of thofe who fuffered @ violent deuth, and 
hereby caufed men to think, they became demons, 
that he might deftroy the honour of the martyrs, 
Tnv Tuy paptiga emexeionce dropvgas dogav. ib, In 
the fame place, he afligns a farther reafon of the 
-devil’s conduct in this refpect, viz, its prompting 
magicians to kill a great number of youths, in 
hopes of their becoming demons, and affording 
them affiftance in their enterprizes. "Eamwids vés dol 
proves Ereobas, “ual WaAw autos Umngertive 

In another part of his works, (in Matth. Hom. 
xxvill. al. xxix. tom. vii. p. 336.) Se. Chryfoftom 
argues at large, againft the opinion of the fouls of 
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being faid to be poffeffed by apoftate 
angels, or by any other than human 
fpirits, hath hitherto been pointed out in 


the deceafed becoming demons. //hby did the Ga- 
darene demons lodge in the tombs?. he aniwers, 
CALprov doppoa Toig woArrors evOervas Burcprevos” otov OTe 
ot duvet rev amrePovrwy dximoves yivouT dhe Ut per- 
niciofam doctrinam multorum mentibus inferant, 
nempe animas mortuorum dzmnonas fieri. He fup- 
pofes, fome would object, “* If the fouls of the 
*¢.dead are not converted into demons, why do 
“6 magicians kill boys, with a view to their afif=~ 
“¢ tance? and why do demontaes cry out, 1 am 
‘¢ the foul of fuch a perfow?” os Oarnoviovres Bows, 
OTs Wuyn +2 desvoc eid. He folves thefe objec- 
tions here, as in. the before-cited place, by fup- 
pofing the devil fpoke in the demoniacs, in order to 
perfuade men, that huntan fouls only becomedemons. 

From the foregoing paflages, it appears, that 
even fo late as the time of Chryfoftom, who lived 
to the beginning of the fifth century, it was ftill 
a prevailing opinion, as well amongft Chriftians 
as Heathens, that the demons who were thought 
to poflefs mankind, were confidered as the fouls 
-of the deceafed, particularly fuch as fuffered a 
violent death, (fee Diflert. on Miracles, p. 209.) 
Nay, St. Chryfoftom himfelf, at the very time, 
that he is oppofing the notion cf the fouls of thofe 
who fuffered a violent death becoming demons, 
aflerts, that the fouls of wicked men became 


any 
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any writer, who lived either before or 
near the time of Chriftt. Now, whe- 


fuch, And, I queftion whether the doStrine he 
rejects, did not maintain its ground as long as 
the general belief of pofleffions did. In the year 
1564, Hieronymous Magius fays, Ego quoque 
dzmoniacos non paucos vidi, in gquibus immundi 
{fpiritus, dum a facerdote adjurentur, fe interfec- 
torum .quorundum animas efle mentirentur, Va- 
riar. LeQionum, Jib. iv. c. 12. The primitive 
Fathers boafted, that no devil dared to lie to a 
Chriftian, (Difflert. on Mir. p. 2173) but in the 
age of Magius, it feems, devils grew more auda- 
cious, and would lie even when adjured by a prieft. 

It alfo appears from the foregoing paflages of 
Chryfoftem, how little ftrefs is to be laid upon 
the oppofition, which he and other Fathers 
made to the common doctrine concerning pof- 
fefing demons: an oppofition that may be ac- 
counted for, not only by their undue reverence 
of the Pagan philofophers, but by thofe motives 
of policy, which had too great an influence upon 
their general conduct. Indeed, the Fathers do 
fo often fpeak from thefe motives alone, (as all 
muft allow) that it is fometimes difficult to de- 
termine, when: they fpeak agreeably to their own 
inward perfuafion, St. Jerome (ep. 50. ad Pam- 
mach.) gives the following very juft account of 
them : Quia interdum coguntur loqui, non quod 
fentiunt, fed quod neceffe eft, dicunt adverfus ea 


ee ther 
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ther when the meaning of an ancient 
word is in queftion, we fhould be deter- 


que dicunt Gentiles. Whenever they have an end 
to ferve, no caution can be too great in fol- 
lowing them. In the cafe before us, they had 
many ends to ferve. If every one who fuffered a 
violent death, became a demon in their fenfe of 
the word, that is, a mifchievous f{pirit; how was 
it poflible to fave the credit of the Chriftian mar- 
tyrs? Befides, what could contribute more ta 
bring Paganifm into difgrace, than to reprefent its 
gods as devils, who perfonated thefe gods, and 
pafied under their names? This view of the Pa- 
gan gods ferved alfo to difparage the prophecies 
and miracles afcribed to them by their worfhip- 
pers, and the reality of which was too haftily 
allowed by the Fathers. /M{culapius, the god of 
the Cicilians, for example, was believed by his 
worlhippers, to appear to thofe who flept in his 
temple, and to perform many cures, Now Eu- 
febius (Vit. Conftantini, lib. iii. ¢. °56:) admits 
the facts, and afcribes them, not to him whom 
whom the Cicilians worfhipped as a demon or 
deity, but to a fraudulent fpirit. See below, 
fect. 10. He ought to have demanded proof of the 
facts ; but he well knew, there was danger in 
doing this; becaufe they ftvod upon the very 
fame foundation, as the miracles afcribed to dei- 
fied faints. 


mined 
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mined by thofe very ancients, with whom 
it was in common ufe; or by the mere 


It is of mo importance to determine, whether 
the Fathers were fincere or not, in oppofing the 
general fenfe of mankind, by afcribing pofleffions 
to fallen angels, rather than to human fpirits. 
If ‘you fuppofe this to be their real opinion, 
you are to remember, that it was built, not upon 
the authority of Mofes and the Prophets, or of 
Chrift and his apoftles, but upon that- of the 
Gentile philofophers. If you allow, that they 

did not really entertain this opinion, your defe- 
rence to them, however great, cannot engage 
you to accede to it. The Fathers well knew, 
that the Heathen gods were deified human ghofts ; 
as is fhewn in Diflertation on Miracles, p. 212. 
They likewife knew, that thefe ghofts were by 
the Heathens flyled demons ; (which confirms 
what was advanced on this fubject above.) Aai- 
moves prtu Tas Tat Puyas uaAuyTes, demonas qui- 
dem eorum animas vocantes. Clem. Alexan, Strom. 
lib, yi, p. 775. €d. Potteri. Minucius’ Felix 
(in his Odtavius, c. 29.) fpeaking of their deify- 
ing kings, fays, Sic corum numen vocant, ad 
imagines fupplicant, genium, id eft, demonem 
jus implorant. see alfo Athenagoras in Legat. 
pro Chriftianis, p. 29. And though fometimes, 
in order to account for poffeffions and other Pa- 
gan miracles, they introduce demons of a higher 
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affertions of the moderns, who have no. 
other way to fupport a favourite hypo- 
thefis, than by running counter to all 
antiquity ; let the reader judge. 

The foregoing obfervations concern- 
ing demons, may enable us to under- 
ftand what is meaned by a /pirit of divi- 
nation,* (or, as it is in the original, a 
Spirit of Python or Apollo',) with which 
the damfel at Philippi was thought to be > 
poffefied. Amongft many other forts of 
diviners in the Pagan world, there was 
one which were thought to be poffeffed 


clafs; yet they often intimate, that Paganifm 
had no other fupport than human fraud and 
impofture, See Diflert. on Mir. p. 241, 242. 
From the pafiages cited above, in the intro- 
duction, p.- 7. note ° 
themfelves doubted or difbelieved the reality of 


pofleffions, though they afferted it in their popular 


» it appears, that they 


difcourfes, I have no defire of detracting from 
_ the juft merit of thefe writers ; and mean only 
to fhew thofe, who lay too great ftrefs on their 
authority, how little deference is due to it in the 
cafe before us. \ 
k Act. xvi. 16, 18, 
Tvevpoa Tvbwvos. 
with 
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with prophefying demons”. — Befides 
other® names that were given them, they 
were often called Pythons°, from Apollo 
Pythius’, one of the chief of all the pro- 
phefying demons, whofe prieftefs at the 
famous temple at Delphi was from him 
called Pythia. He himfelf was the fon 
of Jupiter and Latona, and born in the 
ifle of Delos. It was with the fpirit of 
this dead man, that the damfel at Phi- 
lippi was thought tobe infpired. St. 
Luke, without allowing her pretenfions, 
(as we have fhewn elfewhere 4,) defcribes 


m Potter’s Greek Antiq. vol. i. ch. 12. p. 268. 
See alfo ch. g. p. 241, 246. | 

® Such as daspovoanmlos, tylasoimavress, &c. 

° Fu$eves. Plutarch. de Orac. defect. p. 414, E. 

P Or from Python, a famous Byzantine vent- 
riloquift. See Hefych. Lexicon, and Vandale de 
Divinat. Idol. fub Vet. Teft  p. 650. This laft | 
writer has well refuted that ftrange, but too com- 
mon opinion, that by a fpirit of Python, St. 
Luke meaned the devil. Compare Le Clerc’s Sup- 
plement to Hammond, on A&. xvi. 16. 

4 Differt, on Mir. p. 27 & 


them 
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them in the language of the Pagans ; 
which, without doubt, he ufes in the 
fame fame fenfe as they did, efpecially 
as he gives no notice to the contrary; 
and, confequently, he cannot here refer 
to any other than a human fpirit. | 


ein wen Ona Geta y PES 


Prop. III. Thofe Demons who were 
thought to take poffefion of men's bodies, 
were, i is probable, confidered by the 


. Fews as evil bemgs. 


“NH E word, indeed, is in itfelf in- 
different, and was, in the age of 

the Gofpel, very commonly applied both 
to good and bad demons’. In the New 
Teftament it doth not occur always 
in a bad fenfe‘: but it fometimes 


* Philo de Gigantibus, p. 286, cited in 
Differt. on Mir. 'p. 207, 208. 

£ In AQ. xvii, 18. 1.Tim. iv. 1. Rev. ix. 20. 
it is applied to the fouls of fuch men as were dei- 
fied or canonized after death. Differt. on Muir. 


p- 167, 203, 204. See above, p. 45, 46. 
| doth 
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doth. St. James faith, Phe devils (demons) 
believe and tremble'. To fuppofe with Dr, 
Sykes, that good {pirits are here {poken of, 
doth not agree with the apoftle’s reafoning 
in this place. St. Paul’s argument likewife 
in his firft epiftle to the Corinthians", is 

generally thought to proceed on the fuppo- 
fition, that the demons worfhipped by the 
Heathens were wicked {pirits : a fuppofi- 
tion very agreeable to the charaéfersa{crib- 
ed to them, and the immorality of the 
worfhip paid them by their own votaries. 
Jofephus declares, that demoniacs were 
_poffeffed by the fpirits of wicked men*. 
By fuch fpirits, demoniacs amongft the © 


t Ch, ii, 19. The word ufed by St. James is 
Oainovia ; but dxcua and daiuoves occur_in Scrip- 
ture as fynonimous terms. Compare Mat. viii, 
31. Luke viii. 27, 29. Aaimovwdns cannot be 
taken in a good fenfe, Jam. i. 15. 

#1 Cor. xX. 20,21. Compare:2 Cor, vi, 14, 15,16, 
* Bell. Jud. lib. vii. c. 6. § 3, cited above, p, 
42. Inhis hiftory of Saul (Antigq. lib. vi, c 8. § 2. 
and c. 11. §2.) and Solomon, (Antiq. lib. viii. c. 2. 
§ 5.) dasmone muft be taken in a bad fenfe. He 
| Hea-~ 
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_ Heathens (after whom the Jews copied), 
were thought to be poffefled’. And ‘it 
was plainly with a view of difcrediting 
the miffion, and blafting the character 
of Chrift, that the Pharifees reproached 
him as a confederate with the prince of 
demons. | 


exprefly reprefents Saul, as feized upon by an evil 
pee and demons, TE wovnes WE MATOS, KAI THY dus~ 
p-Ovlam, Antig. lib. vi. c. 11. “§y 2.” Neverthelefs; 
the adjeftive dasjievics mult be underftood diffe- 
rently in this author, and as equivalent to divine, 
It is joined with providence, Antiq. lib. xili, c. 11. 
§: z.Hell Jud. lib. virgcr 8. Sere | Odes ig chis 
Commentar, de Angelis, p. 202, has obferved, 
that diapcvsev seeds is @ divine prodigy, Bell. Jud. 
lib. i, c. 17. Gonbera daiuovios, divine affiftance, 
. lib. iv. c. 93. § 14.  dampovies Qbooa, a deftrudtion 

from God, lib. viz c.g. § 4. and cupPooa daspovios, 
a calamity fent from God, lib. i. c. 19. § 3. 
Other examples of this ufe of dasméuos are pro- 
duced by Ode. See alfo Philoftrat. de Vit, Apol- 
Jon. Tyan. lib. i. c. 2. p. 4. (ed. Olear.. Lipf, 
1709.) where Cuspeovsos is nied as equivalent to 


Scios. 


’ Concerning the Laney amoneft the Latins, fee 
above, p. 26; 1 27> note °, In the eaftern languages, all 
some 
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Some of the epithets given by the evan- 
gelifts to the {pirits ejefted by Chrift, feem 
rather beft to agree with the fuppofition 
of their being of an immoral nature ; 
for they are called evi+ and unclean. 
It is not however certain, whether thefe 
epithets were given them to exprefs their 
perfonal difpofitions, or only thole effects 
they were fuppofed to produce. The 
word, evil’, might be applied to a de- 


the words which anfwer to demons, are faid to 
be taken in an ill fenfe, 

2 Lake vis: 2techy 8. 2. 

§-cMati. x.0is\ Mark it aq eh. a, By na. 
Luke iv, 33, 36. Acts: v. 162) ch, vitic.7/ Mr, 
Mede is of opinion, that St. Luke knew the word ' 
demon to be ambiguous, and therefore, to diftin- 
euith it once for all, doth the firft time he ules 
it, do it with an explication: There was @ man 
in the fynagogue having the’ fpirit (dasmovis ania ere ) 
of an unclean deman, Works, p. 636. 

b Tlovnecs fignifies infelix or mifer, as well as 
improbus or malus,. The xa&xos dxiuav in Homer | 
may. denote an adverfe, and not a wicked, demon, 
and be equivalent to suyepos dainuv, Odyff, lib. v. 
v. 396. Compare the paflage from Plutarch de 
Orac. defect, p. 438, cited below, AAS 

mon, 
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mon, on account of the pam and mifery 
he was thought to create. And it is 
poffible, that demons might be called 
unclean, becaufe perfons under that me- 
Jancholy and maniacal diforder, of which 
they were the reputed authors, avoided 
the fociety of men, and were continually 
defiling themfelves with objects efteemed 
by the Jews unclean. This was the cafe 
of the man who lived amongft the 
tombs‘; by which he contracted the 


© See Beaufobre-and Lenfant on ‘Mat. x. 1, In 
Zechariah xiii. 2. God promifes, to caufe the prophets, 
and the unclean Spirit to pafs out of the land. Here, as 
_thefe learned writers obferve, the fpirit of the 
falfe prophets is called uxclean, becaufe thefe -pro- 
phets or necromancers were f{uppofed to receive 
their infpiration:at fepulchres, I add, ‘that it ap- 
pears from the Talmud, that ‘the Jews, when 
they were corrupted by the fuperftition of the 
Heathens, reforted to fepulchres, where the fouls 
‘of the departed were thought to remain, that az 
unclean fpirit might defeend upon them The de- 
amons themfelves, it was imagined, delighted in 
defolate places, Kev. xviii. 2. Compare “Light- 
‘foot’s ‘Hor, ‘Hebraic, on Luke xiii, 11, Works, 

¥. Woop asa, 
greateft 
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greateft pollution. Demons are called | 
dumb* fpirits, and deaf* and dumb fpirits.. 


Were thefe demons thought to be them- 
felves deaf and dumb? Or only to make 
men fo? Would not the latter opinion 
be ‘a fufficient reafon for giving them 
‘thefe titles? 

Yn the controverfy concerning theGof- 
pel demoniacs, between ‘Dr. Sykes and 
his opponents, it feemed to be taken for 
granted by both parties, that if demons 
were evil {pirits, they muft of neceflity 
be fallen angels. But if we allow, ‘that 
‘demons were confidered as evil {pirits, 
it will by no means follow, that they 
‘were regarded as beings originally of a 
higher order than mankind; as we have 
elfewhere fhewn*. The Fathers of ‘the 
church: generally underftood demon in 


@ Mark ix, 17. Ibave ee) unto thee my forty | 


aubich hath a dumb fpirit, 


© Thou dumb and deaf fpirit, I sharge thee 
come out Of Pits Vei2es 
‘ Differt, on Mir, p. 204, 


an 


\ 
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an ill fenfe, and thought it was to be 
fo taken in the {fcriptures®. 


SECT. IV. 


Prop. IV. Thofe perfons who are fpoken of 
as having demons, Juffered real, and very 
violent diforders, from whatever caufe 


thefe diforders proceeded. 


HETHER reputed demoniacs 

were poflefled by demons or not, 
they are ranked in the New Teftament 
among tft thofe who {fuffered the moft’ 
grievous diftempers. St. Mathew® hay- 
ing faid in general terms, ¢hey brought 
to ‘fefus all fick people, that were taken 
with DIVERS difeafes and torments; then 


e St. Auftin de Civ. Det, dibs Pik es se Oe 
Tertullian as cited there, p. 548. Origen, 
contar Celf, p. 234, Eufeb, Prep, Evang, lib. iv. 
Cr .ss : 

Ch, iv. 24. Tdvras tes xanws Fyovtass wosni- 
Aas vores uab Bawcvors cuveyoutiue, xo daspovsCo- 
EVES) HAL TEANVIAC CLEVES, KAL WapwruTines. 


{pecifies 
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then fpecifies the following particular 
cafes; even thofe who were poffeffed with 
demons, and thofe who were lunatic, and 
thofe who had the palfy. Here pofieffed 
perfons, lunatics, and paralytics, though 
contra-diftinguifhed from each other, 
are all equally comprehended under ¢he 
fick people, that were taken with divers 
difeafes and torments. On-another occa- 
fion, the. fame evangelitt fays, They 
brought unto him many that were poffeffed 

with demons: and he caft out the pirits 
with his word, and healed all that were 
Sick 3 that it might be Su iilled which was 
Spoken by Efaias the prophet, Himfelf took 
our ‘infirmities, and bare our fickneffes'. 
This prophecy concerning Chrift’s taking 
our infirmities, and bearing our fickneffes, 
was accomplifhed in part by the cure 
of demoniacs; and therefore poffeffions, 
are comprehended under infirmities and 


1 Mat, viii, 16, 17, If, lili, 4, 
F Sick- 
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Jficknefes*, and confequently imply fome 
diforder or diftemper in the human 
frame, from whatever caufe it -might 
proceed, 

The miracle wrought upon the de- 
moniacs, is often defcribed in the fame 
terms as that wrought upon the difeafed; 
terms that neceffarily imply their hav- 
ing previoufly laboured under a real dif- 
temper. St. Matthew fays equally con- 
cerning. demoniacs, lunatics, and para- 
lytics, he HEALED fhem'. The fame hifto- 
rian defcribes the cure of the daughter of 
a woman of Canaan, who was grievoufly 
vexed with a demon, by faying, that /he 
Was MADE WHOLE”. A great multitude 
of people, fays St. Luke, came to be healed 
of their difeafes; and they that were 

* Tals ccbevelas, xak Tas vécxs. Had not poflef. 
fiohs been included under difeafes, the mention 


of them would not have been omitted, Mat, x. 
5. vee below, fect, To, 


1 


A& © ore he 
In / >. 4 ° 

Espa mevoev “auras, ‘Mat, iv, 24, 

= lady. Mat, xv. 28. 


vexed 


4 
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vexed with unclean fpurits, and they were 
healed". . At. another, time, he tells us; 
that Chrifl cuRED many of their infirmi- 
ties, and plagues, and evil fpirits’. In 
defcribing the miracle wrought upon 
demoniacs, the evangelifts fay indiffe- 
rently,- Chrift expelled: the demon, or, 
that he ,jhealed the» demoniac’. From 
hence it appears, that a real diforder was 
cured, . whenever Chrift. is reprefented as 
ejeCiing a demon, .Amongit the Greeks 
and Romans alfo, aswell as amongtt 
the Jews, «, thofe perfons who were 


“aE Gieaesooyeo. “Lake ve 13 
| P: 5) 


? © "Risgamweuce Worass amo verwy 1 peasiyeay % 
wievmatwv wovnewv. Luke vii. 21, Inch. viii, 2. 
we read of certain women which had been healed of 
evil fpirits, See alfo AG, v. 16. 

P Concerning the epileptic youth, it is faid, 
thy difciples could not (Segamevoas) cure him, Mat. 
xyil.. 16. The demon departed out of him; and 
the child was cured (slegumevn) from that very hour, 
ve 48. dn buke ix. 42s it is faid, Fefus healed 
the child. p. co Mio Mat, villi, 16, 17. juft now 
cited, where Ht bearing away aur fickneffes, 


includes. the cure of pofleffions, as well as of 


other difeafes, 


E 2 thought 
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thought to be poffeffed, fuffered grievous 
diftempers. This will appear with the 
fulleft evidence in the two following 
fections, where we are particularly to 
explain the nature of thofe diftempers, 
which were imputed to pofleffions. All 
that :we mean here to affirm, is, that 
demoniacs were affli@ed with certain 
diftempers, whether the poffeffion of 
demons was the real, or only the reputed 2 
caufe of them. It was indeed from 
the well-known appearances and fymp- 
toms of certain ‘difeafes, that the an- 
cients inferred, that the patients were 


poflefied. - 


§: EsGio. 
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BOS.) By OsAr iy VS 


Prop. V. Ihe particular diforders which 
the ancients, whether Heathens or “fews, 
afcribed to the poffeffion of demons, 
were fuch only as difiurbed the under- 
fianding. | 


O prepare the way for the proof of 

this propofition, it is neceffary to 
to obferve, that we are carefully to 
diflinguifh, though the diftin@ion hath 
not been attended to, between dif- 
eafes fapernaturally cfiicted and po/- 
feffions. The ancient Heathens attri- 
buted difeafes, mot only thofe attended 
with extraordinary fymptoms, (as Dr. 
Sykes * apprehended,) but difeafes in ge- 
neral, to the anger of the immortal 
sods*; and accordingly from them fought 


1 Inquiry, p. 6. 

* Morbos tum ad iram deorum immortalium 
relatos effe, & ab iifdem opem pofci folitam. 
Celfus, lib. i. preefat, : | 
ae | for 
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for relief‘. Sick perfons advifed with 
their priefts and prophets, as we now 


“ do with our phyficians; and expected to 


be reftored to health by luftrations and 
charms, ‘without the ufe of natural 


remedies, except fuch as were fuggefted 


by the gods. They did not, however, 


4 


reprefent all perfons whom the gods or 
demons vifited with difeafes, as having 
thofe gods or demons withm them, 
which was fuppofed to be the cafe with — 
all demoniacs. When they became fuch, - 
the demon was thought to enter them; 
and at his aving them, or being expelled 
from them, they no longer came under 
this denominationt. While he remained 


_ £ See Young on idolatry, vol. ii. p. 85. 

t In the evangelical hiftory we read, that 
¢¢ the demons (Egetcvres omnAboy: Es tiv wyérny) 
66 come out of the men, and went into-the herd of 
<‘ fwine,” Mat, viii, 32. Compare Mark i. 26. 
Indeed, the expreffion of caffing out demons, which 
fo often occurs in the New Teftament, fhews, 
that the popular opinion was, that they had been 
ix the demoniacs. Agreeably to this opinion, the 


in 
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in them, they fpoke and acted under 
his influence, without having (as we 


Gadarene demoniacs, conceiving of themfelves as 
the mere organs of indwelling demons, fay to 
Chrift, Jf thou caft us out, fuffer us to go away 
into the herd of {wine : (es EMGAAAELS NMOS, Emitespov 
njntv amentery eis tiv ayErnv tay xolowr.) Mat, viii, 
31. On other occafions, the demons are repre- 
fented as {peaking in the poilefled. | 

The learned and ingenious Semlerus afferts, 
ex verbis illis, é#AQov, é nexero datudwe, non 
conficitur, demonia efle in homine yQirauie. 
And he affigns as the ground of his affertion, that 
a fimilar phrafe occurs with refpect to the leprofy, 
Py Aimen annrvev, Mark. i, 42. Lukev. 13. p,. 
36, 37, 38. In p. 45, note 30, he fays, Cypri- 
ani inveni primam illam truculentam phrafin, de 
obfefforum corporibus ejtciuntur ; de obfeffis corporibus 
exire coguntur.——Illud ex€araew, ejicere, induxit 
Anterpretes, non vero refertur ad corpus ipfum ho- 
minis. Indeed, through the whole of his tract, 
he feems more inclined to difpute the. perfonal 
prefence of demons in the human body, than 
~ their power of afflicting it with uncommon dif- 
eafes, And in the paflage here cited, he feems 
willing to affign the notion of proper poflefiions, fo 
late a date as the age of Cyprian. 

It appears however from the earlieft writers, 
that demoniacs were fuppofed to have demons 
within them in perfon. Semlerus himfelf fays, 


F 4 ! fhall 
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fhall fhew in the fequel) the ufe of their 


own underftandings. Now this cannot 


p. 8. note © In corpus intrat dzmon fatidicus 3 and 
in proof of this 2ffertion, very properly appeals to 
to Eurip. Bacch. v 300. “Orav yap o Secs 7EIS 
TO XQM’ "EA@U wears; and alfoto Virgil, 
fin. VI. 77, &c. At Phoebi nondum patiens, 
immanis in antro bacchatur vates, magnum ff pec- 
tore poflit excuffiffe deum. Ariftotle (de Mirab. 
Aufcult, Extrem.) fpeaking of a ftone in the river 
Nile, exprefles himfelf in the following manner : 
cuvreder dt mw, ToLs Oociprovs TH YvoMevoIs KATO, O46 
[Thrafyllus & Plutarchus woset d deism wees tes 
daimouComiys | aua yoo ry wposelnvas Tails pioty 
"AMEPXET AI (ThrafyllusESEPXETAI |ro Dab UbOV6 
Vide Thrafyll, apud Stobeum XCVIII. & Plutarch. 
de Fluviis, p. 1159.  Jofephus, in the paflage 
cited from him-above p. 42, reprefents the demons 
_ as entering thofe called demoniacs ; and immediately 
after adds, that the root baaras drives away (eZeAauver) 
demons, Elfewhere heaffirms, that Solomon inftru&- 
ed men in the art of curing thefe unhappy perfons, 
which was, by extracting the demon through the nof- 
trils: ¢2etAxey oo Deco pn even 1a TaD puxTnecoy 70 dub uo~ 
vio. Lhis is faid of Eleazar; who at the fame time 
commanded the demon as he went out.of the pa 
tient, sZicvas te abodes, to overturn a cup of wa- 
ter; and adjured him not to return into him again, 
penxir eis avrev émaveabery, Antig. Jud. Jib. viii. 
c. 2. § 5. Once. more, Lucian in his Philop- 


be 
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pe affirmed concerning all thofe whom 
the gods, by a tranfient ac&t of power, 


fendes, (p. 337, tom. ii. “ed, “Amftelodami)’ 
where he is defcribing the commonly received 
opinion on this fubje@, fays, “Ewedav yale emicn 
KELAEVOIS, zona olen EIXEAHAY@AZIN EIz 
TO YOQMA,—o Dock pete aTrouplvEeT ot, — O7rws Thy 
x, osev EIHA@EN EZ TON ANOPQOIION.  Ete- 
nim quum jacentibus fupervenit, rogavitque unde 
im corpus ingreffi fint,—-dzmon refpondet,——quo- 
modo & unde in hominem intravit. Immediately 
after, he reprefents the exorcift, as driving away 
or expelling the demon, &erovves tov daiwova, 
Thefe paflages, and a thoufand others, that might 
be produced from writers who lived feveral ages 
before Cyprian, ferve to fhew, that the general 
idea which the ancients entertained of demoniacs, 
was that of perfons whofe fymptoms were af- 
cribed to the real prefence and refidence of de- 
mons in the human body. ‘The objection of Sem- 
lerus, taken notice of the above, however inge- 
nious, doth not appear to havé any force: for 
though a difeafe as well as a demon is faid to depart 
from a man; yet’ this Janguage will not prove, . 
that the demon was not in him before, but ra- 
ther implies the contrary, juft as the difeafe was 
in the man, from whom it was faid to depart. It 
is for want of attending to the proper idea the 
ancients had of pofleffions, that even the beft 


were 


# 
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were fuppofed to chaftife with mere 
bodily diforders. Apollo, according to 
Homer * fent the plague upon the Gre- 
cian army ; but thofe who were vifited 
by the plague, do not anfwer to the 
defcription of demoniacs, nor were they 
ever reprefented as fuch. 

In like manner, with refpe@ to the 


Jews, St. Peter, {peaking in the language 


nt. of his country, fays, Chrift healed all that 
were oppreffed of the devil*. The apoftle 


writers on, the fubject confound it with every 
grievous diftemper that was afcribed to the anger 
of the gods. 

"jl, i. The ancients were generally of opinion, 
that peftilence proceeded from the anger of the 
gods. Diogen. Laert. lib. viii. fegm. 7o. 

*A&, x. 38. Though Dr, Sykes (Farther In- 
quiry, p. 59.) refers this paflage to Chrift’s reco- 
vering men from the power of the devil, to obe- 
dience to God; it is neverthelefs evident, that 
St. Peter is here fhewing, that Chrift’s divine 
commiffion was demonftrated by his miracles. The 
expreffion is equivalent to Mat, iv. 23. He healed 
all manner of ficknefs, and all manner of difeafe 
vamong ft the people. All the difeafed were fpoken 


feems 
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feems here to refer to Chrifi’s cure of the 
difeafed in general, without taking into 
confideration the particular cafe of the 
demoniacs; who, in the Gofpels, are 
diftinguifhed’” from the blind, the lame, 
the paralytic, and thofe afflicted with 
‘other maladies; concerning whom we 
never read, that demons exzfered them, 
or were expelled from them. The leprofy 
was confidered by the Jews as a divine 
infliction *. And indeed, as a very emi- 
nent writer obferves*, all over the Eaft, 
where the leprofy is almoft incurable, it 
was regarded in the fame light. The 
fame celebrated author farther takes no- 
“tice, That, according to Herodotus *, 
‘cit was the belief of the Perfians, 
of by the Jews, as oppreffed by an evil fpitit, but 
not as poffeffed by demons, of whom there is here 
no mention. 

¥ See below, ch. ii. fect. 3. at the beginning. 

* See Hammond on Mat. vill. 4. 
4 Michaelis, in his Differtation on the Influ- 
ence of Opinions on Languages, ‘p. 6. 
*» Clio,’ c. 138. ; 
: that 
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<¢ that theleprofy cameno other way; than 
‘as a punifhment for having offended 
‘the fun.” - He adds, ‘** From-hence, 
‘(that as, from. its being regarded-as a 
‘‘ punifhment of Goed’s own immediate 
‘ infli@ing) it is, that the moft ufual 
«« word. for the leprofy, amongft the 
‘¢ Hebrews, properly fignifies a /froke or 
“* Jafo with a whip.”. Neverthelefs, le- 
pers are never fpoken of .as poffeffed by | 
demons. Ry | 
Once more, our Saviour, fpeaking of 
the woman who was bowed together, 
and was unable to ftand upright, def- 
cribes her as one whom Satan hath bound’. 
It was cuftomary with the Jews, accord- 
ing to Lightfoot‘, to attribute fome of the 
more grievous difeafes to evil [pirits, efpect- 
ally thofe, wherein either the body was dif~ 
torted, or the mind difturbed. From hence 
it follows, that fuppofing this woman’s 


b Luke xiii. 17, 16. 
¢ On Mat, xvii. 15. i 
diforder 
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diforder to be the palfy, or. a total-relax- 
ation of the nerves, and that it proceeded 
from natural caufes ; yet the Jews would 
exprefs the cafe by faying, Satan bound 
her. And it is pofflible, that our Saviour, 
when {peaking on fubjects of :natural 
knowledge, might fee fit; to adopt the 
language of the age and country in which 
he lived‘. The'term, {fatan, indeed}: is 
fometimes applied to a goad angel, ating 
in oppofition:to any one; as was {hewn 
above.: If you thus underitand it. here, 
the meaning will be, that.this affliction 
befel her by the providence of :God. 
But whatever be intended by fatan*, by 
whom this woman is faid to be bound, 
it isicertain, ‘the Gofpel doth not repre- 


4 See below; chicii. fe. 3.: Novl. Ils 
¢ It was obferved above, p, 6.°that fatan de~ 
notes: an adverfary, and. Dr, Sykes fuppofes that 
the term might be applied to the woman’s infir- 
mity, or whatever was the obftruction to her health. 
Inquiry, p. 54.- But the citation from Lightfoot 
feems to afford the beft help towards underftand- 
ing this paflage. 
fent 
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fent her as a demoniac. She is, indeed, 
fpokenofas having @ /pirit of infirmity ; but 
this is manifeftly a defeription, not of any 
demon, but of her diforder, which was that 
of an infirm difpofition ana habit; for the 
was not able to lift up herfelf. And if 
the expreffion denotes an infirmity 7- 
_ fitted by an evil fpirit; ftill this is very 
different from being poffefied. None come 
under this defcription, as I thalbnow 
attempt to fhew, but fuch as were dif- 
ordered in their fenfes and underftand- 
ings, or wanted the right ufe of -their 
faculties. ‘| 
Amongft the Latins‘, all the words 
which defcribe demoniacs, or perfons 
poffeffed by ghofts, include «in them 


‘See Labdve,’! p. 22s) .noté> 2% As) 9t6° "the 
Lymphatici, we read in Pliny (Nat. Hift. lib. viii. 
§ 71.) Hi greges repente Jymphati futura. preci- 
munt, The Lymphatici, are the vw~Qoanzlos of the 
Greeks, concerning whom Ariftotle (lib. i, Ethi- 
cor. Epidem.) fays, v2s wwpQoanmles émsvoia dasno~ 
vice Muciaew. Lymphans -fignifies, making one 
mad, It, lymphante deo, vociferans, Stat. 
Thebaid, vii, 662. 

the 
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the idea of madnefs, or an alienation 
of mind. Their /arvata® and cerriti* 
in particular, who. anfwer exactly to 
the, poffeffed with demons in the New. 
Teftament, were all mad-men. To de 
_ full of larve', or the ghofts of wicked. 
men, was a. phrafe expreflive of the moft 
outrageous madnefs. 

In like manner amongft the Greeks, 
rage and phrenzy were the ufual atten- 
dants of infpiration and poffeffion*; and_ 

© The larvati are defcribed by Feftus, as furi-. 
ofi, & -mente moti, quafi larvis exterriti. In 
Plautus (Captiv. act. iii. fe. 4. v. 65,) it is faid 
of Ariftophontes, Jam deliramenta loquitur: larve 
ftimulant virum. Vid. Aulular. AQ. iv. fe. 5. 
v.15, Larve -hune, atque intemperiz, sie ca 
agitant virum, 

» Hellade percufla, Marius ciim pracipitat fe, 
Cerritus fuit ? 

Hor, Sat. lib. ii. fat, 3. v. 278. 

1 Larvarum pleni, Plaut. Amphitruo, Act. ii, 
16.2.0; Tags ee. Ut. ose ery Ae i 

7k ‘Apis O: xarayedcre w Luba, Or Baty evepery 
% Nias 0 Seog Aapbaver’ vuv ovrGe o datatoy x, TOY 
vrtreoov Bacirta rshalyne, 1% Banned, 1g vee 78 
Jez aiverer. Herodotus, lib. iv. ¢: 79. The 
Heathen prophets, who are always reprefented as 
pollelled by their deities, were befide themfelves. 


the: 
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the fame word denoted both the being mad, 
and having ademon'. The RBheft degcep 


Nov df ra peyice Tay ayabav n myety ylyveraa Jat D ncovionty 
Sie poevtos dices didousons: 4 TE yee on év AerPors 
BATH ak + év Aodwun t ge avELT ab peo woAne 
On x KaAG, idle ve x, Onuosin nv EAAada Fleyaoanras 
Plato’s Phedrus, inter Oper, tom/iii. p, 224. ed. 
Serrani, In his Timzus, tom. iii.’ p. 71, .it?is 
afferted, woEls yae eyues iDanler as wavlenns evbéx. % 
anges... The manner in which Dio Chryfoftom 
defcribes the cafe of a prieftefs of Hercules, con- 
firms ‘the general id aaa of Plato :-Tavre xj 
EAEyiv UX WOMER Ob Worrol TV Asyorntvan Whew oVdEwy 
% yan, aTluainen x wepsdivece tiv nEPAANY x 
werpwyntin dewov tuCrémrei, edad wav tlxealos x 
caQpovws. De Regno, Orat. i. op, rn, 12. ed Ca- 
' fauboni. Euripides (in his Bacche,v, 298,) thus 
exprefles the fentiments of the Heathens on ‘the 
eae before us, 
: == To yoo Baxyevorors 
Kas vo Sesadies poavlenny aorAany ey Ete 
“Orav yag o Soe sig To -cwm. eAln worusy 
Aéyew to piddov res eyanvolas Dorel, 
en ——w Etenim ipfa bacchatio, 
Et ipfa infania magnam vaticinandi vim habet: 
Quando enim hic deus in corpus venerit multus, 
Dicere. futura infanientes facit, . 
Compare Plutarch de Orac. defect, p. 432, .F. 
where this pafiage is cited. See alfo p. 438. A. B, 


and above, p. 22.. note *. 


1 What. the New ‘Teftament expreffes by 
dxsoviov Eye, and Sasaovicerdat, is in otherGreek 


of 
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of rage and diftraction are exprefled by.a 
term borrowed from evil demons”. Nay, 


authors exprefled {more commonly at leaft) by 
datovav, which, according to Suidas (in voc.) 
fignifies yoo daipovos xaleyerbaty % waivertasr, a dae- 
mone poflideri, infanire. This word occurs twice 
in Xenophon’s Memor. Soerat. lib. i. cap. 1. $ Q. 
Oxsovav tn, furere dicebat. Aaimovay d& x Teg 
Xe. Te A. itidem  illos etiam aiebat furere. In the 
fame fenfe it is ufed in Heliodorus, lib. iv. cap. 10, 
H Wass OxLOVAY EOsME, Frogs aAardueldy tr v0 nal’ avray: 
filiam larve ftimulare videntur, adeo inufiratum 
quiddam illi accidit. The fame author adds, 
darnovav tiv xoony, furias ftimulare pucllam. Lu- 
cian calls demoniacs under great terrors, 7¥5 dau~ 
puovwvlas 3 and defcribes them, as lunatic, xalawin- 
rovlas weos thv ceAnvyv,) as ftaring with their eyes, 
_ foaming at the mouth, and being fpeechlefs. Phi- 
lopfeud. p. 337. ed. Amftelodam, p. 833. ed. Par. 
Suidas hath produced a pafiage (from Collectan. 
Conftantini Imperatoris, a Valefio editis, P- 145.) 
in which daspovices denotes infania correptus. 
In the Phoeniffe of Euripides, v. 895. dxtucvarlas 
is ufed to defcribe thofe who were befide them- 
felves. 
™ Lambert Bos (in his Exercit. Philolog. p. 
62.) obferves, Kanxodasmovay eft apud Ariitophan. 
in Pluto, Act. ii. fc. 3. v. 364, 368, 372.) ubi 


G pofiei- 
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poffeflion by demons, or by evil demons, 
is often ufed by them to exprefs mad- 
nels, whether this diforder proceeded 
from demons or not’. 


Blepfidemum ter feparatis vicibus infe@tatur Chre- 
mylus, dicens, Ovx Uy bobvesy uot doxess, non tu fat 
mihi fanus videre. Medayxodws atra te bilis agi- 
tat.  Kaxodasmovxs, larvae te atque intemperie 
agitant. Ex quo loco cernere licet, tria illa in- 
faniam infinuere, at poftremum hoc UAKODH bLOVEV, 
: gravillimam infanie fpeciem, extremam fc. de-. 
mentiam, furorem vehementiflimum, cujus auctor 
credebatur, efle xaxodaiwov. In AG. ii. fe. 5. v. 
501s avin & xanodammouse are thus diftinguifhed, 
Vis ay aX, nyorr Ebvob Le AVLAV, YUKOD % 44004 2D y Ets 
pexrrov 3 Quis non reputabit effe infaniam, imo 
potius extremum furorem ? 

n This appears from the paflaces from Xeno- 
phon cited above note', where dzimovev merely 
exprefies infanity, without any reference to the 
caufe. The fame obfervation holds true, with 
regard to the citations from Ariftophanes ‘in 
> in which poffeffion by an evi demon, is 
oppoled to rw uysraivew, and denotes only the high- 


ny 


note 


eft degree of melancholy or madnefs, which are na= 
tural diforders. How it came to pafs, that the 
fame word which originally denoted both pofieffion 
and madnefs, came afterwards to be often ufed for 


The 
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The like forms of {peech were ufed by 


the Fews, who, indeed, on almoft all other 


the latter only, will be fhewn in’ the *fequel, 
chap, .r. fect,..6.. -but.efpecially ch.dis? fect, 3. 
We are here only concerned to eftablifh the fact ; 
in confirmation of which, it may be _obferved, 
that in Sophocles (Ajax, v. 242) demon de- 
notes madnefs, xexa dewalov pnuad’, a dockawy xadets 
_ cadewy edidagev. Mala convicia addens, que furor 
illi et nemo hominum fubjiciebat. The ‘fcholiaft 
obferves, daipove df Quer tiv paviav. The juftice 
of this remark will appear by comparing v. 216. 
where Ajax is faid to be feized with madnefs, 
- peavie. So that this word feems to be aften ufed, 
as equivalent to daimev. In Alfchylus, Theb, 
v. 1009, we read, "Id dasmovavles év dtay O furen-_ 
tes in calamitate; and Chcephore, v. 564, éreda 
dxsnova douGy xaxeis, domus enim ex malis infanit. 
See alfo the paflage from the Pheeniffe of Euri- 
pides, v. 895. cited above, note |, 

In like manner edaiueov and xaxodouipnur though 
originally applied to thofe who were befriended or 
oppofed by demons, were afterwards ufed to def- 
cribe fuch as were either profperous and happy on 
the one hand, or unfuccefsful and wretched on 
the other, to whatever caufe their different con- | 
ditions were owing, The gods themfelves are 
called sddaimoves in the fame fenfe as they are 
called. panazees, beati, Atpe yao por, 0d watlag 


G2 fubjects, 


84. On the Demontacs 

fubje&s, as well as on this, adopted the 
phrafeology and fentiments of the Hea- 
thens.. When Jofephus fays, that cer- 
tain Jewith impoftors, perfuaded the mul- 
titude to be poffzffed by a demon*, he can 
only mean, that thefe impoftors worked 
up the people into a phrenzy, or prevail- 
ed upon them to act like mad men. 
The madnefs of which the. gultitude 


Sess Ong eidaipovas eivar x, xxdres3 Dic enim mihi, 
nonne omnes ais deos beatos effe atque -bonos F 
Plato in Sympof. The fame epithet is often ap- 
plied to particular gods, as. the reader may fee, by 
confulting Ode de Angclis, p. 188. Kaxodatmov 
denotes unhappy or wretched, and in this fenfe oc= 
eurs continually in exclamations, when perfons 
complain of their mifery ; (as the fame learned 
writer allows, p. 1go0.) and on other occafions:: 
‘particularly in Lucian de Luctu, v. 2. ps 3045 
 naxddasuoy avDowme, Homo infelix. Thofe who 
brought their mifery upon themfelves. were de- 
feribed by this term: Tov ve teula xaxiav Quoi 
Dieews? ng Atlus dvles of uxnodaimoves. Cupidinem 
vero nature vitium appellabat, cui fuccumbentes 
miferl.  Tpirevdxinwv is ter beatus; and TEMTUMKO™ 
dxiwwv is ter infelix, Ode p. 190. 
° Aximavay ro wanlGy auéemesdox, Bel. Jud. lib. Vs 
Cap. 1 3. $4. 
were 
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were guilty, did not proceed. from de- 
monical poffeffion, but from human ar- 
tifice or perfuafion. This is a very re- 
markable paflage; becaufe it contains a 
clear proof, that the Jews {poke of. per~ 
fons as being poffefled by. demons, or as 
having demons, when they meaned mere- 
ly to affirm, that they were mad. Light- 
foot’? hath fhewn, that the Jews were 
wont to attribute to evil fpirits, fuch 
difeafes as difturbed the mind; and, what 

is more to our purpofe ftill, that thofe 
vexed with an evil fpirit were infane 4, 
They even gave the fame name both to 
demons and difeafes, from whatever 
caufe thofe difeafes might proceed. Kor- 
dicus, fay they, 7s a demon who rules over 
thofe that drink too much new wine; and 


P Hor. Hebr. Mat. xvii. 15. as cited above, 
p. 76. 

q Compare what the fame author hath. ad- 
vanced on Mat. viii. 28. and Luke xiii. 11. and 
what occurs below at the beginning of the next 
feGtion with refpeét to the Jews. 
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ut is a difeafe generated from the repletion of 
the velfels of the brain, whereby the under- 


 ftanding 1s confounded; and it is a kind of 


Salling ficknefs *. 


It probably was from the eaftern na- 
tions, that all other people derived their 
notion of demons; we cannot therefore 
be furprifed to find, that the nations 
bordering upon Judea, as well as thofe 
before taken notice of, join infanity and 


poffeffion together. The Arabic word 


Gjin, according to Caftellus*, which 


fignifies a demon, fignifies madnefs; 


* Lightfoot, Hor. Heb. Mat. xvii. 15. Mai- 
monides in Sabbat. II. 5. (cited by Wetftein, vol. i. 
p. 283, b.) Spiritum malum vocant omnes fpecies 
morborum, qui vocantur melancholia, Et in Eru- 
bin, ii. 4. Spiritum malum vocant omne dam- 
num, quod non venit a manu hominis, fed alia, 
quecunque ‘illi fuerit, caufa, In Gittin. vil. 1. 
quem cepit Cardiacus,  Bartenora: animus per- 
turbatur ob malum fpiritum, qui preedominatur in 
eo qui bibit vinum novum. At Maimon eft in- 
firmitas, qua procedit ex receflu cerebri, unde 
perturbatur mens. » 

* Lex. Polyg. 

and 
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and maginun, which denotes. a perfon 
poffefied by a demon, is ufed for a perfon 
furious and infane. With fuch unifor- 
mity did all the ancient nations, in their 
refpeQlive languages, exprefs madnefs 
by demoniacal poffeffion! And is not 
this a clear proof, that the former was 
a conftant attendant upon the latter? 
Accordingly we find in fa, that thofe 
whom the ancients conceived to be pof- 
feffed, were infane in their underftand- 
ings. This appears from a thoufand in- 
ftances. 1 fhall only take notice, that 
their dramatic writings are our fureft 
rule whereby to judge what opinions 
prevailed in common life: and that in 


the plays of Ai{chylus‘, of Sophocles‘, 


. Concerning Oreftes, fee the Choephore of 
fEfchylus, v. 1053, 4. In the Agamemnon of 
the fame poet, v. 1149, it is faid of Caflandra, 
Doevopravns TIS Eb SeoPoenlG, Tymphatica es numi- 
ne incita. In like manner Lycophron Caflandra, 
"Hd Hleov svacace Baxyerov coun. 

t Soph. Antigone, v. 1072——1080. See alfo 
his Ajax flagell. v. 51, 60, &c, 
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of Euripides *, and of Plautus*, thofe who 
are {poken’ of as poffeffed, are all either 
madmen, or perfonate fuch. 

But though the ancients did not con- 
fider any perfons as poffefled, who were 
not difordered in their underftandings ; 
yet they did not confider all who were 
difordered in their underftandings as pof- 
feffed. The Greeks did not impute to 
demons, the delirium of a fever, and the 
phrenzy caufed by drinking to excefs. 
We read in Herodotus’, that it was faid 
of Cleomenes, that /zs zjfanity did not 
proceed from any demon, but from hard 
drinking. Neverthelefs, the turn of ex- 
preffion here ufed, ferves to thew, that 
for the moft part, madnefs was afcribed 

w' Vide Eurip. Oreftes, v. 35, &c. Iphigen. in 
Tauris, v. 285. Hercules furens, v. 8323. Tro- 
ades, V. 307, 341, 366, 408, 500. Bacche, 
Vv. 663, I0g1,° 10g2. 

*Mensech. AGtloy. ‘feo 4) “Ambpbhtr, At if, 
fc. 2, v. 716 .Captiv. Act iii. Teo uy,” “Alulular. 
Act. iv. fc, 4. Captiv, A&, ili, fe. 4. 

Y Lib, vi. ch. 84, 

to 
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to poffeflion. To this fome have thought 
they imputed every f{pecies of madnefs, 
for which they could not account by the 
fole operation of natural caufes. The 
fact feems to be, that they imputed to 
poffeffion, only thofe cafes of madnefs 
in which the fymptoms appeared to them 
beft to: agree, with the fuppofition. of 
the patient’s having his faculties con- 
trouled by evil demons, and with his 
{peaking and acting under their malig- 
nant influence. 

Befides madnefs, the ancients afcribed 
the epilepfy to pofieflion ; efteeming this 
this diforder facred on account of the 
entrance* of demons into the bodies of 

7 Ait rns dogng dximovGe es tov &rBowmoy eiodd¥. 
Aretzus de Caufis Morbi diuturn, lib, i, cap. 4. 
Hence it is, that Hippocrates (p. 303.) de morbo 
facro, when reafoning againft thofe who attempted 
to cure this diforder by expzations, and the rites of 
purification, obferves, that he could not think that 
the body of a man could be defiled by a god, that 
which is moft polluted by what is moft pure. 1 take 


notice of this paflage, as it explains the diftinc- 


thofe 
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thofe who fuffered under it. Thefe two, 
the epilepfy and madnefs are kindred 
diforders*. ©The former is often the 
confequence of the latter, and the fits of 
it are always attended with a deprivation 
of the underftanding, and with convulfive 
agitations, or a frantic and mad behavi- 
our. Befides madnefs, and (what are 
fo nearly allied toit) epileptic fits, I know 
of no diftemper that the ancients af- 
cribed to poffeffion; unlefs, perhaps, 


tion between difeafes barely inflicted by the gods, 
and thofe which were owing to their entrance into 
the body. As to the epilepfy’s being efteemed 
facred, fee Hippocrat. de Aere, Aquis & Locis, 
§ 4. The Romans diffolved their aflemblies, 
whenever any one was feized with it, From 
hence it was called comitialis morbus, 

¢Szpe enim evenit, ut per longum tempus 
dementia: fuperveniat epilepfia, Sunt enim affines 
hi morbi. Mead’s Medica facra, p. 69, ed, 
1749. Dr. Sykes, in his Inquiry, p. 41, 42, 
hath fhewn that the ancient phyficians were of the 


fame opinion. 


fits 
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fits of apoplexy *, which alfo affect the 
brain, the fuppofed refidence of thofe de- 
mons who entered the bodies of men. 
Whatever may have occurred to others, 
who have a more enlarged view of the 
fubjet; yet, with refpect to myfelf, I 
muft own, that after having taken fome 
pains in making inquiry into the fenfe of 
the ancients upon it, I have not been 
able to find any cafe of (what was called) 
demoniacal poffeflion, that was not 
attended with fome diforder of the un- 
derftanding. Indeed, it feems to me very 
unlikely, that any inflance from amongft 
the ancients fhould ever be produced of a 
perfon faid to be poffefied ,;who was in his 
right mind; inafmuch as all the ancients 
in their feveral languages, employed the 


° T have feen Galen appealed to, in proof of 
the ancients afcribing apoplexies to the poffeffion 
of demons. But a learned phyfician whom I con- 
fulted, though he made very diligent fearch, could 
not find any paflage to this purpofe in the works 
of that voluminous writer. 

word 
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word which fignified poffeffion, to ex- 
prefs madnefs. How far the language 
of fcripture correfponds with thefe fen- 
timents of Pagan and Jewifh antiquity, 
will appear in the following feCtion. 


SECT. VI. 


Prop. VI. The demoniacs fpoken of in the 
New Teftament, were all either madmen 
or epileptics. 


EMONIACS are often either 
exprefly mentioned or referred to 
in the New Teftament, by the unbeliev- 
ing Jews, as well as by Chrift and his 
apoftles. With refpect to the Jews, it 
hath been already fhewn, from their own 
writings, that they confidered demoniacs 
as infane in their underftanding. And 
agreeable hereto is the reprefentation 
made of their fentiments on this point in 
the Gofpel. 
some 
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Some of the Jews, offended with 
Chrift’s difcourfes, faid, He hath a 
demom, and 1s mad; why hear ye hin 2 
if we underftand thefe words in the 
ftricteft. fenfe, the Jews intended to 
reproach Chrift both with poffeffion and 
madnefs. For thefe two, when thus 
joined together, are-not neceffarily to be 
underftood as fynonymous terms; poffef- 
fion may be put for the apprehended 
caufeyand madnefs for the fuppofed effec. 
It was from the'latter that men inferred 
the former ; or in other words, madnefs 
was the evidence* of poffleflion. On the 
other hand, as poffeffion fometimes de- 
noted mere madnefs, from whatever caufe 


© John x. 20. Aaspoviov tyes x tnccivelccte In like 
manner Ifocrates, (Orat. Areopagit vol. i. p. 348. 
ed. Battie,) makes mention of  xaxodasmovneailav 
2 pavitlov apo mar. 

4 Thus in Philoftratus, (Vit. Apollon. Tyan. 
lib. ili. cap. 38. p. 128.) when the mother was 
afked, why fhe thought her fon pofleffed by a 
demon, fhe replied, the demon 4 Evyxweet aula 
nev tx ey Ton fana illum mente patitur efle, 


it 


€.- 
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it proceeded, it is poffible they might 
defign to reproach him with this alone. 
Neverthelefs, on this fuppofition their 
language is grounded on the connexion 
there was originally fuppofed to be be- 
tween poffeflion and infanity. >. Thofe 
who'thought favourably of Chrift, re- 
plied to the calumny .of his ‘enemies, 
Thefe are not the words of him who hath a 
demon’; thatis, ‘* We cannot. difcover 


“* any thing in his difcourfes, that looks 


‘(like the ravings of a demoniac, or 
«© from whence it can be juftly inferred, 
«that he is difordered in his undere 


~~« landing 


At another time, the Jews being un-) 
able to bear the fevere reproofs of this 
divine prophet, broke out again into rage 
and revilings: Say we not well, that thouart 
a Samaritan, (one that beareft us the moft 
implacable hatred,) and haf? a demon", that 
is, ‘* art quite befide thyfelf ?” Or they 


¢} John x. 21 
ooh. Vitt46. 
might 


t 
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might mean, that he was :a poffeffed 
madman. elas replied, I Aave not a de- 
mon®, “1 {peak the words of truth and fo- 
‘¢ bernefs.” When he added, Jf a man 
keep my fayings, he fhall never fee death: ; 
his enemies, from the bittereft malignity, 
wrefling his words into an abfurd fenfe, 
accufe him again, Now we.know thou haft 
a demon‘, “ nothing can be more evident, 
~*¢ than that (under the influence of an evil 
“ fpirit,) you mult have loft your fenfes.” 
Abraham 1s dead, and the prophets ; and 
thou fayeft, If aman keep my faying, he foall 
never tafe of death. Art thou greater 
than our father Abraham, who is dead; 
and the prophets who are dead? whom 
‘makeft thou thyfelf? On an occafion ftill 
different from thefe, they repeat the fame 
| language. He had accufed them of a de- 
fign to take away his life; which they 


g Ver. 40. 
be Wier gots 
i Wer. 52. 


thus 
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thus difclaim, Thou haf a devil ( demon, } 
who goeth about to kill thee“? ** What-evi- 
«* dence have you of our wanting to: mur- 
«der you? If-your underftanding were 
«© not difturbed (by a demon,) you would 
© not have advanced fuch a groundlefs 


1 99 


‘“ charge. 

FeCh? Vit 20% 

1 The foregoing paflages may, perhaps, enable 
us to underftand, Mark ii. 22. The feribes'which 
came down from Ferufalem, faid, He hath Beelzebub. 

A learned and ingenious writer conjectures, that 
the meaning is, He bath Beelzebub at hand, as his 
affeciate and minifier. But to have a demon, doth on 
other occafions import, being poffeffed by him. Nor is 
this meaning of the phrafe, unfuitable to the oc- 
cafion on which ‘it is ufed here. Such multitudes 
thronged after Chrift, at this time, to be healed 
and inftructed, that he had no leifure to take 
the neceflary refrefhments of nature; and it.was 
even faid, ors éFirn, that he is fainting away; 
~ Mark iii. 20, a1. (See Gen, -xlv.. 26. - Joth. 
ii, a1. If. vii, 2. and compare Cafaubon on 
Enthufiafm, p. 63.) This occafioned his 
friends to lay hold on him, (xpalicas avrov,) to 
prefs him to take fome refrefhment; juft as it is 
faid in the cafe of Elifha, the woman. Jaid hold on 
him, (ixparnce auTov,) to eat bread, 2 Kings iv. 


Nor 
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Nor was it raving madne/s only that 
the Jews afcribed to demons, but that 
fpecies of madnefs alfo called melancholy. 
When fohn came neither eating ner drink- 
ing, they fay, He hath a demon”. From 
his fecluding himfelf from the chearful. 
converfe of men in the wildernefs, and 
practifing great abftinence and mortifica- 
tion, they inferred, that John was under 
the power of melancholy, and therefore 
was poffefled. From the foregoing paf- 
fages” of Scripture, it appears in what 


8. (as Cafaubon obferves, p. 65.) Now fuch 
was the malignity of the fcribes from Jerufalem 
-againft our Lord, that they took occafion from 
this circumftance, (viz. his fuffering his zeal to 
earry him fuch great lengths,) to reproach him 
with being pofleffed by the prince of demons, or 
with the higheft degree of abfurdity and infanity. 
POeIAt. SVUas tig le Wl. 9254 Se 
"In the feveral paflages cited above, I have 
explained the phrafe, paving a demon, in fuch a 
manner as to include in it the idea of poffeffion as 
well as that of infanity; becaufe both thefe were 
originally included in it. Neverthelefs, it ought to 
be obferved, that words often lofe a part of their 


H light 


g8 On the Demontacs 
light demoniacs were regarded in our 
Saviour’s time, and by thofe very perfons 


original meaning; and that this may be the cafe here. 
Having a demon, might be, and probably was, ufed by 
the Jews in general, as the equivalent phrafe, being 
poffefjed by a demon, certainly was by Jofephus in par- 
ticular, to exprefs mere madnefs, without in- 
cluding in it demoniacal poffeffion as the caufe, 
It is certainly not weceffarg to underftand the phrafe 
in its moft extenfive meaning in all, or indeed in 
any of the paffages which we have cited : for what 
the Jews wanted to infer from the difcourfes of 
Chrift, and the behaviour of John, was, that 
they were difordered in their underftandings, and 
therefore not worthy to be attended to. Why. 
hear ye bim? was their language concerning Chrift. 
John x. 20. To meit feems evident, that the prin- 
cipal idea affixed to the phrafe in queftion was that of 
infanity. So the Jews themfelves explain it, He hath 
a demon, andis mad. When fome, who thought 
favourably of Chrift, replied, Thefe are not the 
words of him who hath a demon, they muft mean, 
that they obferved in his difcourfes no figns of 
phrenzy ; nor doth it appear, that they meaned more 
than this, by denying that he had a demon. _ In- 
deed, if perfons fpoken of as pofleffed, were not 
difordered in their underftanding, why might. they 
not {peak and act as rationally as other men? In 


who 
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‘who converfed perfonally with him. 
And their fentiments are perfectly con- 
formable to thofe of all other perfons in 
the ancient world. 

What reafon then is there to fuppofe, 
that Chrift and his apoftles entertained a 
different idea of demoniacs from what all 
other perfons did? This is a point which 
ought not to be admitted without proof. 
If there be no proof of it, (and none 
hath ever yet been offered,) the very con- 
trary ought to be admitted. It fhould be 
taken always for granted, (as we obferved 
before on another occafion) that all men 
ufe words in their ordinary fignification, 
when there is no reafon to believe the 
contrary. The New Teftament, how- 
ever, furnifhes us with clear and certain 
proof, that the facred writers did ufe the 
phrafe, having a demon, in the fame fenfe 
as others did. 


a word, the whole debate turned upon this fingle 
point: -Is there, or ‘not, any thing in Chrift’s 
difcourfes inconfiftent with a found underftanding? 


Hi‘ 2 This 
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This proof arifes in part from the 
“account given of the Gadarene demo- 
niac®. St. Mark defcribes him ‘as a’ man 
with (or rather zz) an unclean fpirit®; and 
St. Luke calls him a man that had de- 
mons*, From this laft phrafe, if inter- 
preted agreeably to the ufe of it amongft 
the Jews, we may infer, that he was 
-not in his right mind: and the fame in- 
ference may alfo be drawn from the for- 
mer. For we have fhewn elfewhere’, — 
that to be in the /pirit, is an exprefiion 
that implies fome fufpenfion of our own 
faculties, and our thinking and acting 
under a foreign impulfe and impreffion. 
This phrafe, bezng in a /pirit, isequivalent to 

© Matthew mentions two demoniacs, ch. viii. 
28. But Mark (ch. v. 2.) and Luke (ch. viii. 
27.) take notice only of one; as I likewife fhall 
do in this place, my prefent argument not de- 
pending upon their number. 

P'Ey wvevpals dixabaelo, Mark v. 2. 

1 Os elye darmovia, Luke viii. 27+ 

Inquiry into the Nature and Defign of Chrift’s 
Temptations in the Wildernefs. 


that 
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that which more frequently occurs, hav- 
ing a fpirit or demon; as appears not only 
by comparing Mark and Luke together, 
in the paffages here referred to, but alfo 
from Mark himfelf. For of the very 
fame. perfon, concerning whom, he 
fays *, that he was zz an unclean fpirit, 
he defcribes + as the man that had the 
legion, and was poffeffed by a demon, 
If the former phrafe therefore imports 
a fpiritual.impulfe that controuls the 
rational faculties, the latter muft do fo 
too. The farther particulars mention- 
ed concerning the demoniac at Gada-« 
ra, confirm this account of his diforder. 
For we are told, that he had been often 
bound with chains and fetters, and as 
often broke them‘, impatient of all re- 
ftraint; that he lived amongft the 
tombs', far from the converfe of men, 


wow. +2. + Ver; 15, 16. 

* See below, ch, ii. fect. 1. No. 4. 

* The melancholy, efpecially under the par- 
oxyfms of this diforder, delight in folitude and 
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making dreadful out-cries day and night ; 
that he was fo exceeding “fierce, as to 
make it dangerous for travellers to pafs 


darknefs, Maimonides in Sabbat. II, 5. Dr. Light- 
foot tells us, (Hor, Heb. on Mat viii. 28.) that 
lodging among the tombs was reckoned by the 
Jews as one fignof a madman, (compare Wettten,’ 
in loc. p. 355.) Dr...Freind likewife (Hiftory of 
Phyitck, part I.. p..18,.21,) fays, that one of the 
moft remarkable fymptoms of the madnefs called 
Jycanthropy was, to wander amongf? the fepulchres 
of the dead, Bellerophon is defcribed by Homer, ~ 
libe WA. -yer..2023 Waroy abou wy CAEELUEY, vettigia 
hominum vitans, See Euripidis Bacch, v. 2 
33. A fimilar paflage from Aétius III. 8, g. is 
cited by Wetften:'on Mat. vill. 28. p. 354. The 
fepulchres. in the egftern countries are not in 
towns and citics, but in folitary and unfrequented 
places; and in this view they fuited the melan- 
choly apprehenfions of demoniacs. But what 
feems to have difpofed them to refort to thefe man- 
jions of the dead, rather than to other gloomy ree 
cefles, was the apprehenfion of their being poflefled 
by the fouls of dead men, which were fuppofed, 
wicked fouls efpecially, to hover up and down 
about their burying places. See Plato’s Phadon, 
p.'386, C, ed. Ficini, Macrobius in Somn. Scip, 
Mb i. cap. iQ, 13. Porphyr, de Abftin. lib. ii, 
§ 47. Lactant, Div, Inftitut, lib. ii. cap, 2. Tibul- 

Hear 
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near him‘; that he wounded himfelf 


with flints, and was without clothing. 


The converfation he held with Chrift is 
a farther proof of his infanity ; as- there 


will be occafion to fhew in the fequel. Af 


ter his cure, he is defcribed as being zm his 
right mind* ; which before his cure there- 
fore he could not be; for this defcrip- 
tion of him is direCtly oppofed to his for- 


mer ftate as a demoniac, or as one faid. 


to be poffefled by demons”. From 
hence it follows, not only that this de- 
moniac was a madman ; but that his be- 
ing fuch was an idea intended to be con- 


lus I, 6. 15. See alfo Hieronymus Magius, Vari- 
arum Lectionum, feu Mifcellaneorum, lib. iv. 
cap. 12 . : | 
4 See Wetftenius on Mat, viii. 28. 

* LwQovsrla. Mark v.15. Luke viii, 36. 

¥ They fee him that was poffeffed with a demon 
(rev dasprovsCouevov) and had the legion, fitting, and 
clothed, and in his right mind, Mark v. 15, See 
alfo Luke viii. 35. In like manner, /peaking the 
words of fobernef/s (cwPeocvuns,) is oppofed to being 
mad, Act xxvi, 25. 


oe ee veyed 


~f 
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veyed, of him. by the hiftorians, when 
they:defcribed. him asa demoniac, They 
might alfo hereby. farther intend, that 
his madnefs was regarded as the effect of 
poffeflion, or {uch as was ufually afcribed 
to that caufe. 

This man and his affociate are the 
only inftances of demoniacs, whofe cafe 
is recorded with fuch particular circum- 
f{tances. But when. perfons. are de- 
feribed in the fame general terms as thefe 
men are, as having demons, or an unclean 
fprrit, and in terms,of the fame import ; 
ought we not tounderftand this language, 
on thefe occafions, in a fenfe conform- 
able to the ufe of it in a cafe, where it is 
impoffible to miftake its meaning? If in 
the hiftory of the Gadarene demoniac, the 
evangelifts ufed this language to exprefs 
madnef{s ; did they exclude this idea from 
it at other times, for the fake of contra- 
dicting themfelves, as well as all the reft 
of the world? 

Thofe 
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Thofe who lived near the times of the | 


evangelifts, were. under no difficulty to 
underftand their meaning; as appears 
from a paflage of Celfus concerning Mary 
Magdalene; in which he calls her a 
diftracted woman*, referring to the ac- 
count given of her in the gofpels, that 
out of her went feven demons *. . Seven* 
was fometimes ufed by the Jews as the 


number of perfection, and it frequently 


denotes /everal, or many‘. ‘The meaning 
therefore is, agreeably to what Celfus 


thought, that fhe was cured. of the mof 


wiolent phrenzy, {ach as was in that age 
defcribed by the being poffefled by many 


demons. 


There is, another. inftance of reputed 
poffefiion mentioned in the New Tetta- 


* Tuva wegoireos, as Dalé, Celft: sie Origen. 
& Celf. p. 96. 

4 Mat. xvi. 19. Luke-viii,. 1, 2. 

° Pf. xii. 6. compare Grotius on Mat. xii. 45. 

© Levit. xxvi. 18,.21, 24, 28. Deut. xxviii. 7; 
25 1 Sam, il. 5. Job v. 19. 


ment, 


eeen® 
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ment, of which it will be ‘proper to take 
notice here. | I refer to°the cafe of the 
damfel that had’ a fpirit of Python -or 
Zpollo*. She was fuppofed’ to be infpired 
and poffefied by the fame {pirit of Apollo 
that delivered oracles in the Pythian 
temple. ~ But no prophetefs was thought 
to be infpired or pofleffed, but when the 
was mad and raving®. The Pythia in 
particular, no fooner received the prophetic 
afflatus, than fhe feemed like one dif- 
tra@ed *. erie Philippian damfel there- 
fore, fo far-as ‘the was thought to be 
under the fame afflatus, was proportion- 
ably ‘difordered in her © underftanding. 
Minucius Felix exprefly reprefents. the 
pee and eee ran about 


¢ See above, p. 56. : 

© Differtcon Mir.p. 276... See alfo above 
p. 78. Plato’s Phedr. p. 1220, C, D. E) Eue 
ripid. Bacch, v..299, 664, 1091, &c. Euripid, 
‘Troad, “vi°3075) 3415) 3665. &c. . Plutarch, de 
Orac, defe&iop. 432..F.1p...438. & de Placit. 
Philof. ib. v, cap. 1. 


* Potter’s Gr. Antiq. p. 246. 
the 
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the ftreets as raving, raging, and rolling 
their heads, in the fame manner as thofe 
in the temples were ufed to do®. The 
manner in which the Pythonefs at Phi- 
lippi followed Paul for many days, con- 
firms the other evidence of her ‘infanity. 
And the facred hiftorian, (adopting the 
phrafeology of the age and country in 
which he lived) defigned to exprefs the 
fpecies of her infanity, by defcribing the 
damfel as one poffefled by the prophefy- 
ing demon of Apollo. We have here 
then a new proof, that thofe who were 
thought to be poffefled, were difordered 
‘an their minds. | 

With regard to epieptics, it hath been 
obferved above", that if their diftemper 
was by the ancients afcribed to poffeffion, 
it was, becaufe it was attended with a 


: Hi funt & furentes, quos in publicum videtis 
excurrere, vates & ipfi abfque templo, fic infani- 
unt, fic bacchantur, fic rotantur, Minucii Feli- 
cis Octavius, cap, 27. 

® PR, 89>. 90y 4 ~ 

; depri- 
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deprivation of the underftanding, or lofs 
of fente, and with the figns of phrenzy. 
There is reafon therefore fufficient. to 
prefume, that the epileptic youth whofe 
cafe is fo particularly defcribed in the New 
‘Feftament , muift have been thus affected. 
That he really was fo, appears in the 
fulleft. manner from the feveral particu- 
Jars mentioned concerning him by the 
evangelifts.. For they reprefent him as 
making grievous out-cries, foaming at 
the mouth, gnafhing with his teeth, be- 
ing convulfed, thrown violently on the 
ground, and. often falling into the fire, 
and into the water. Thefe fymptoms 
area full proof, that under the par- 
oxyfms of his diforder, he had no ufe of 
his underftanding, nor any command 
over the organs,oi his body. Nay, the 
foregoing fymptoms of infanity were re- 
garded as the proofs of his being poffefled. 
This appears from the language of his 


1 Mat, xvii, 15. Mark im’ r8." Luke ix.°33. 


father: 
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father: Have mercy'on my fon, for he ts 
Junatic, and fore vexed with a demon: FOR 
oft-times he falleth into the fire, and. oft 
into the water*. Yn the interval of his 
fits, the demon was fuppofed to depart 
from him. Thefe intervals were of 
fhort continuance, and he fcarce reco- 
vered from one fit, before he ‘was feized 
with another: on which account it is 
faid, The fpirit hardly departed from him. 
The. feveral circumftances concerning 
this youth related in the evangelic hiftory, 
ferve to illuftrate the fentiments of the 
ancients concerning pofféffions. ‘They 
furnifha new proof, that when the patient 
was /eized by a demon, ‘he was no longer 
matter of himfelf, and had ‘no ufeof his un- 
derftanding ; and that he came to himféelf 
again, when the demon departed. They 
likewife ferve to fhew, that demons 


k Mat. xvii. 15. cednndélas, pg uaxas waoze. 
This laft defcription of him is fully explained by 
the fpirit’s taking him, and tearing him, &c. 

OMark ix. 17, 18. Luke ix. 39. | | 
; were 
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were thought in fome inftances, to {eizé 
and fufpend the /enfes, as well as the un- 
derftandings of the patients. For the fa- 
ther faid, My fon hath a dumb fpirit ; 
and Chrift calls the {pirit both dumé and 
deaf. Fromthis language it appears, 
that the youth was not dumb and deaf 
at all times, and from a defect in the 
organs of fpeech and hearing, but only 
during the time of his fuppofed poffef- 
fion, that is, under the paroxyfms of 
his epilepfy, which the ancients afcribed 
to the incurfion of demons. 

From the whole of what hath been 
hitherto offered in this fection, it is, I 
apprehend, evident, that the demoniacs 
{poken of in the New Teftament, (like 
thofe we meet with in all other writings 
of equal antiquity,) were fuppofed to 
have demons (that is, the fouls of wick- 
ed men) refiding in them, and to aé& 
entirely under their malignant influence: 
that thefe demoniacs were either mad 
-men of one kind or other, or fubje@ to 


epi- 
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epileptic fits, (which are ever attended 
with lofs, of fenfe, and a fufpenfion of 
the regular exercife of the underftand- 
ing :) and that it was from the fymptoms, 
of thefe diforders, that it was inferred the 
patients were poffefled by demons. When 
they faw a perfon acting as if he was in a 
deep melancholy, which the Jews thought 
John the Baptift was, becaufe he denied 
himfelf the pleafures of fociety, and the 
ufual refrethments of nature; when they 
obferved any {peaking and behaving irra- 
tionally, and ftrangely bent upon doing 
mifchief to themfelves and: others, as. 
madmen are apt to be; or having no 
command over themfelves, not even over 
the members of their own bodies, like 
epileptics; it was from hence concluded, 
that the patient had a demon. If at the 
fame time, the patient loft his fight, his 
{peech, or hearing, when there was no 
- vifible defe& in the organs; the patient 
was faid to havea demon that was blind, 
Gumb, or deaf. | 


Te 
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To the account here given of the de- 
moniacs of the New Teftament, as be- 
ing either maniacs or epileptics, feveral 
objections have been raifed, which it 
will be neceflary for us to examine. 

Pane very accurate and judicious Dr. 
Lardner! contends, “that all thofe faid 
“© to have evil {pirits, were not difcom- 
‘* pofed in their mind.” And he™ con- 
fiders the cafe of the epileptic youth, 
juft now explained, as a proof of this af- 
fertion. But it hath been already fhewn, 
that the fymptoms of his diforder which 
are fo particularly recorded, and which 
are exprefly affigned as the reafon of their 
fuppofing him to be poffeffed, are an 
inconteftable demontftration, that he did 
not, during the paroxy{ms of his diforder, 
enjoy the fober ufe of his reafon. 

In will be neceffary to take notice of 
the other inftances which Dr. Lardner 


4 Cafe of the Demoniacs, p. 98. Compare p. 25. 
~ P. 98 59: | 
hath 
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hath produced with the fame view*. One 
is, the man in the fynagogue, with (or, 
in) an unclean fpirit”. Waving the argu- 
ment drawn from thefeexpreflions above’; 
I will only obferve, that this perfon had 
the epilepfy or falling ficknefs®, as the 
learned writer himfelf allows*. His 
cafe therefore hath, in effet, been con- 
fidered already. 

Befides thofe already mentioned, there 
are two inftances appealed to by Dr. Lard- 
ner, which deferve a more. particular 
confideration: rhe dumb man, a demoniae; 
(or the dumb. demoniac,) mentioned by 
St. Mathew', and the demoniac d/nd 
and dumb defcribed both by this evan- 

* PL 57. 

P Ey aredpals anadcpley ae 1, 225 26. Luke 
defcribes him as (fyav wretx Jasmovie ainabaels ) 
having the fpirit of an unclean demon, ch. iv. 33. 

° P. 100. 

” This appears from his being thrown down, 
(Luke iv, 35° ) and torn and convulfed, Mark i, 26. 


‘ - Q 
: tac ateey uwPov danuovicouevovy Mat. ix. 32. 


J | gelift 
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gelift', and by St. Luke. We have 
before thewn, that to de a demoniac, de- 
notes in the New .Teftament, as in all 
other ancient authors, a poffe/fed madman, 
or rather a perfon afflicted with fuch 
kind and degree of madnefs as was ori- 
ginally aferibed to poffeflion. Such 
therefore each of thefe demoniacs muft 
have been, under whatever other diforders 
they might labour. Itis not pretended, | 
that their other diforders were inconfiftent 
with what was called poffeffion; they were 
rather confidered as the effe@t of it. Inthe 
jirft cafe, the demontac or madman was 
‘dumb; and his dumbnefs probably arofe 
from the natural turn of hisdiforder, which 
was that fpecies of madnefs, called’ me- 
dancholy, of which, taciturnity or dumb- 
nefs is a very common effect. — This | 
fymptom, the ancients, who confidered 
melancholy as the effect of pofleffion, 
exprefled by faying, the patient had a 


‘ eh. Xil- 22s t Ch, Xl 14. 


dume 
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dumb fpirit ; hereby diftinguithing this 
dumbnefs from that which is owing to 
natural caufes, or to a defect in the or- 
gans of fpeech". Agreeably hereto we 
are told, that when ¢he demon was gone 
out, (or the madnefs imputed to the de- 
mon was cured), the dumb man fpake*. 
When the prophetefs Pythia was out of 
her fenfes, and oppreffed with too ftrong 
‘an infpiration, fhe was faid to be filled with 
a dumb and evi fpirit’. The fecond like- 
wife was a cafe of melancholy, which in 
the opinion of the ableft judges, Hippo= 
cates and Galen*, may produce either 
apoplexies, or convulfions, or d/:ndue/s, ac- 
cording tothe part on which the pituitous 
humour falls. Thefe cafes, therefore, . 


me pes aboves (p.160, P14! 

* Mat, ix, 33: 

¥ "Adaas %) XOKE mvev wales, Plutarch, de Orac, 
defect. p. 438. 

“ Hippocrates in his Aphorifms, lib. vi. aph. 
56, and Galen in his obfervations upgn it. 

* Thefe obfervations may ferve to explain the 
cafe of the epileptic youth, more fully than we did 


La do 
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do not at all difagree with that idea of a 
demoniac, which we before endeavoured 
to eftablifh, which is that of a perfon 
under an alienation of mind, or diforder 
of underftanding, proceeding, or origi- 
nally thought to proceed, from the Se 
feffion of demons. 

The learned writer * farther appeals to 
paralytical cafes, in fupport of his hypo- 
thefis. But paralytics are never {poken — 
ef in the Gofpel as demoniacs. Nay, 
the Gofpel exprefly diftinguifhes palfies 
from poffeffions®. Dr. Lardner* like- 
wile preffes into the fervice two tg 


cr p. 107, af ts He had a fpirit that was 
not only dumb, like the perfons whofe cafe we are 
eonfidering, but deafalfo. With regardto this laft 
circumftance, it may be obferved, that if the pi- 
tuitous humour falling upon the aptic nerves occa- 
fions blindnefs, as the moft learned phyficians tell 
us it will; the fame humour falling upon the 
auditory nerves may occafion GEAR lsc 


Poe 
“, oMat., iv. 24, cited SPE p. 64. 
" P. 58, 59. 


which 
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which have been already explained‘; that 
which {peaks of a woman whom Satan 
bound ; and that which defcribes all dif- 
eafed perfens as opprefed by the devil. 
With regard to both thefe paffages, it has 
been fhewn, that a diftin@ion fhould be 
made between diforders which the Jews 
confidered as zuflicied by evil {pirits, and 
fuch as they afcribed to evil {pirits poffe/ 
ing mankind. Difeafed perions in general 
were thought to fuffer under the power 
of. evil fpirits; but thofe only were 
thonght to be poffeffed, whom evil {pirits 
entered and aCtuated, occupying the feat 
of the human foul, and performing its 
various funétions. If poffeffion was com- 
‘mon to all the difeafed, it could not have 
been employeds in the manner it isin the 
New Teftament, to diftinguifh one fort of 
difeafed perfons from another. 

We have now examined all Dr. Lard- 
ner’s objections to the account we have 


Teh, 9G, gl 
13 given 
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given of the Gofpel demoniacs. “And if 
he (who was fo weil acquainted with the 
fubject) did not think it liable to any 
other, we may prefume no other can be 
| railed againit it. 

IT fhall clofe this fe@ion with obferving, 

1. That what hath been here offered, 
confirms what was before’ advanced to 
prove, that demoniacs laboured under real 
and violent diforders. Such, it will be — 
allowed, epilepfies and madnefs are. 

2. From the foregoing account of the 
Gofpel demoniacs, it alfo appears, upon 
what grounds poffeflions might be diftin- 
cuifhed from difeafes in Saab and from 
feniatee'i in particular. 

It hath been thewn®, that, on feveral 
occafions, the New Teftament includes 
poffeflions under the general terms, /ick- 
neffes and difeafes; and confequently confi- 
ders them as one particular {pecies of them. 

f Set. iv, | 

Bt aus 


At 
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At other times, it diftinguifhes poffeffions 
- from difeafes in general, in conformity | 
to the popular language, which it adopted 
on this fabjeét, for reafons that will be 
explained hereafter’. Thofe who firft 
introduced this language confidered pof- 
feffions as difting from every kind of 
difeafes ; for, while the latter implied 
fome diforder.in the corporeal fyftem, the 
former, in their opinion, fuppofed the 
, corporeal fyftem, however found in itfelf, 
to be a€tuated and over-ruled by a fupe- 

tior agent. Sex 1s Same fr- FFE . 
- But to fome it feems ftrange, that pof- 
-feffions, if they import madnefs, thould 
be diftinguifhed from lunacies. That the 
_ New Teftament doth diftinguith between 
| them, I readily allow; and it is not with- 
| out reafon, that a learned writer * blames 

» See below, chap. II, fed, 
i Matt. iv. 24. 

“*® Dr/Warburton, Serm.vol. iii. p. 224,225. Some 
expreffions of Dr. Sykes, againft whom the bifhop’s 


fermon is particularly levelled, feem to have given 
eccafion to the cenfure of this learned writer. 


4 — thofe 
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thofe who confound them together. But 
the anti-demonift is under no ‘neceffity. of 
doing this. In order to underftand this 
matter, it is neceflary to examine the fen- 
timents of antiquity concerning it; for 
the evangeliits have not delivered any new 
fyftem of phyfics, but on fuch fubje&s 
followed the modes of {peaking then in 
ufe. Now it was the general opinion of 
antiquity, that fome dileafes are owing to 
the influence of the celeftial bodies ; and 
that the paroxyfms and periods of*others 
are regulated by the moon in particular’. 
This was the cafe more efpecially with 
refpect to epileptic adifeafes, the fits of 
which, it was afiirmed, con ftantly return- 
ed every new and full moon. Galen fays, 
the moon governs the periods of epileptic 
cafes’; and others referred the difeafe 


1 Dr. Mead’s TFreatife concerning the Influence 
of the Sun and Moon upon human Bodies, and the 
Difeafes thereby produced, p. 1, 2. 

™ De Diebus criticis, 1. ili, cited by Mead, p. 38. 


elt 
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entirely to this:planet.. Hence epileptics 
were, by the Greeks and Latins, called 
lunatics. The evangelift Matthew, there- 
fore, without doubt, by. lunatics meaned 
epileptics®. He could not be ignorant of 
the common fignification of this term ; 
and hath himfelf recorded an inflance of 
its application to an epileptic cafe*. Hence 
it appears, on what grounds the ancients 
in general, and the evangelifts in parti- 
cular, diftinguifhed between demoniacs 
and lunatics; the former of whom we 
call maniacs, and the latter epileptics. 
Thefe two diforders are attended with 
very different fymptoms ; and they 
were formerly by fome afcribed to 

® Areteus de diuturnis Morbis, 1. i. cap. 4, or 
Mead, p. 46. 

° Epileptics were, by the Greek. writers, Jometioes 
called cednnaxol, (Alexand. Trallian. 1. i, c: 25) 
and in the hiftories of the Go/fpel, TEANVEACOMEVOLy 
(Matt. xvii, 15) and by fome of the Latins after- 


wards, lunatici, (Apuleius de Virtutibus Herbar. e. 


g & 65.) Mead, p. 38. See alfo wesc ) below, 
* Mat. xvii, 15, 


dif- 
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different caufes, (one to the inhabitation 
of demons, the other to the influence of 
the moon,) from which they borrowed 
their refpective denominations. It is ne- 
ceffary to add, that the fame perfon wa 

reputed by many both a demoniac and a 
lunatic : ademoniac, becanfe they refer- 
red the epilepfy to the poffeffion of de- 
mons; alunatic, becaufe the fits of this 
diforder were thought to keep lunar pe- 
riods. If fome afferted the natural influ- 
ence of the moon upon this diforder ; 
others taught, that the patients were more 
fubjea to the incurfions of demons at the 
changes of this planet than at any other 
time’. This, perhaps, wasthought tobe the 


P Apud Matth, iv. 24, ubi Graecé eft ceAnuaCout- 
ves, interpres Arabs (in editione Romana, 1619) fi 
‘Latiné exponamus, vertit, ruentes in principiis hua- 
nationum. Maximé vero. plenilunio infeftantur, 
-Nec obfcura eft ratio ; quia tum plenius cerebrum 
eft humoribus; unde et tunc idonei magis, qui a 
demone vexentur, Talis epilepticus ille qui a 
Matthzxo, xvii. 14, lunaticus dicitur? Luce autem 


cafe 
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cafe of the youth deferibed in the Gofpel. 
His father reprefents him both as /una- 
tic and fore vexed with ademon.. He was 
what fome modern phyficians* call. ep7- 
leptic mad*. He was not confidered as 
being mad or vexed with a demon at all 
times, but only under the paroxyfms of 


ix. 39. demoniacus vocatur. Hanc rem fic ex- 
preflic Juvencus, 1. iii, 7 

Nam curfus lunz natum mihi daemonis arte 

) Torquet. 

Voffius on Idolatry, 1. ii, c. 19, p. 203. ~ Stilling- 
fleet, Orig. Sacr, p. 166, See alfo Grotius on 
Matt. xvii, 15, and Mark ix, a7, and the citation 
from Lucian produced above, p. 81, note ('), Priczeus, 
on Matt, iv. 24, in the 5th volume of the Critici 
Sacri, p. 8296, hath the following note ; Bafil de 
- feeneratoribus agens, Mrviatos amoirntas, acres ot 
sas imsrmbing mworsvres dxinoves, nara Tas wepiodus THs 
EATS TOIS mlwyors emiPinsvos. Ifiodorus Orig, iv. 
“7, de Epilepticis, hos vulgus lunaticos vocat, quéd 
‘per hunc curfum comitetur eos infania demonum, 

q Mead, p. 46527, 

* See Mead, p. 46. This learned writer ob- 
‘ferves concerning the lunatics of the Gofpel, Ti au- 
‘tem aut infani erant, aut infani fimul et epileptici. 
Medica Sacra, p, 83. See above, p. go, note (*). 


his 
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hisepileptic diforder, which returned at the 
changes of the moon*. Thefeobfervations 
ferve to account for the language of the 
evangelifts, both when they diftinguith 
poffefiions from lunacies, and when they 
join them together as kindred diforders. 

3- It.may be obferved further, that the 
reafon which induced the ancients to 
afcribe madne{fs and ‘epileptic fits to pol- 
fefhion, rather than other diforders, could 
not be that very general one commonly 
afigned, viz. that, in: the earlieft ages, 
men could not account for the epilepfy, 
(for example) without having recourfe to 
a fupernatural agency. For, without hav- 
ing recourfe to that agency, they could 


oy It is very obfervable, that our Saviour, in cur- 
ing this young man, not only commanded the un- 
ani Spirit to come out of re but alfo zo enter no 
more into him. His afflicted father might have fear- 
ed, that his fon’s diforder, though it now fuddenly 
ceafed, might return at the next change of the moon. 
Our Saviour, therefore, in his great goodnefs, afiures 
him it fhould return no more, 


not 
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not account for the palfy, the leprofy, and 
other diforders, as was fhewn above. The 
true reafon therefore muft be drawn from 
the peculiar fymptoms of the epilepfy, 
and certain kinds of madnefs, which were 
fuch as feemed to them to argue, not a 
tranfient act of fome evil {fpirit, or an 
effect produced in the human body all at 
once by his operation upon it; but his 
entrance into the body; his feizing the 
mind, thereby preventing the reeular ufe 
of the rational faculties, and fometimes of 
the corporeal fenfes; and his caufing the 
patienttofpeak and a¢t under his dire€tion. 
Now, thefe fymptoms do not at all agree 
with other diforders, fuch as the palfy, 
the leprofy, and peftilence, which, never- 
thelefs, were afcribed to the anger of the 
gods. It is a matter, however, of lit- 
tle importance, to determine precifely 
what the reafon was of the ancients 
-a{cribing either epileptic or maniacal cafes, 
sather than other diftempers, to demonia- 
cak 
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cal poffeflion. The fac itfelf, with which 
alone we are concerned, is fufficiently 
eftablifhed by the concurrent teftimony 
of Pagans and Jews, and the writers of 
the New Teftament. I will only add, 
that, : 

4. The account here given of demoni- 
acs is confirmed by the ancient Chriftian 
writers, who defcribe demoniacs as per- 
fons difordered in their mind. Celfus, we 
have feen, plainly fuppofes that Chriftians 
underftood them to be fuch. And Juftin 
‘Martyr, in exprefs terms, fays, ‘* that 
‘¢ thofe who are feized and thrown down 
«« by the fouls of the deceafed, are fuch 
«© as all men agree in calling demontacs 
** and mad.” Eufebius reprefents Mon- 
anus as feized with poffefion and maa- 
nefs*. Indeed, all the demoniacs of the 


f Ecclef. Hift.1. v. c.16. The following paf- 
fages from Lactantius (Divin, Inftitut. 1. iv. c. 275 
Pp. 3455 347, ed. Dufrefnoy) fully explain the 
‘fentiments of the ancient Chriftians, both concern- _ 


ancient 
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ancient Chriftians were mad, melancholy, 


or epileptic perfons'‘. 


ing the demoniacs in their times, and thofe who 
‘were cured by Chrift. Nam ficut ipfe (fc. Chrif- 
tus) clm inter homines ageret, univerfos demones 
verbo fugabat ; hominumque zentes emofas, et ma- 
lis incurfibus furiatas, in fenfus priffinos reponebat : 
ita nune, &c. Ecce aliquis inftin€tu demonis per- 
citus, dementit, effertur, infanit. Minucius Felix 
alfo (Odtavius, c, 27) gives the following account 
of thofe actuated by demons: Hi funt et furentes, 
quos in publicum videtis excurrere, vates et ipfi 
abfque templo, ficinfaniunt, fic bacchantur, fic ro- 
tantur, aeee : | 

‘ The proofs of this point, in that moft learned 
and penetrating writer, Mr. Jofeph Mede, p. 30, 
muft not be here omitted, though they are alfo to 
be found in Wetftein, vol. i, p. 283. Canon. 


Apott, 79. tav r15 daimova Eryn, wrupines an qevio ea 


Balfamon in Can, thus explains what it is to have a 
demon: ¢ Daxspaovs  opusvas Esepyr ccs AoVvioms nat drabirews. 
He afterwards calls the demoniac pasemevov, and 
diftinguifhes oovian & DraAsimmaros, aut dinvexis. 
Vide Chryfoftomi E pift, mpos Lrayeipsov O26 OVQVT A 
Eum omnino affeétum videbis prout quos nos me-~ 
lancholicos appellamus, Vide eundem de precibus in. 
ecclefia pro energumenis, Homil. 4 & 5. De in- 


comprehenfibili Dei Natura, verfus finem, inter 
fermones ad pop. Antioch, 


SECT. 
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Prop. VII. Demoniacal poffefions, (whe- 
ther they are fuppofed to be real or imagi= 
nary), and the diforders imputed to. then, 
were not peculiar to the country of Fudea, 
and the time of Chrift; nor doth it appear, 
that they abounded more in that country, 
or at that time, than any other. 


T hath been confidently afferted, that 
there were no demoniacs, or not fo 
many, amongft any other people as the 
Jews ; nor amongft them but about our 
Saviour’s time. Hence unbelievers (un- 
happily prejudiced againit the Gofpel by 
fuch mifreprefentations of it) have afked, 
«« How came it to pafs, that the devil had 
«¢ more power over the worfhippers of the 
<¢ true God, than over thofe who had re- 
‘nounced their allegiance to him? And 
‘«< how came the devil to exert his power 
‘© at the appearance of his judge and 
“* avenger, 
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gs avenger, rather than at any. other time, 
« when he might do it with more hopes 
‘‘ofimpunity ? Ors can we regard Chrift 
‘© as the Saviour of mankind, if he gave 
** the devil new powers to deftroy them?” 
In anfwering thefe objeGions, Chriftian 
writers, inftead of inquiring into the 
truth of the fact, have chofen rather ‘to 
take it for granted, and fet themfelves to 
account for it. 
‘¢ There might be poffeffions in former 
times, fay they, though there are none 
now. A greater liberty and power might 
be allowed the evil fpirit in the age of 
Chrift, than in any other, on account of 
the intimate relation that dentontacal poff:/~ 
fions have tothe doéirine of redemption’, 
and for other weighty reafons, fuch as the 
glory that accrued to God, and the tefti- 
‘mony that was borne to Jefus”, when 


* Bifhop Warburton’s Serm. vol, ili. p. 2209. 

“Id. p. 217. Dr. Macknight’s Truth of the 
- Gofpel Hiftory, p 169, Stillingfleet, Orig. Sacr. 
p. 166. This la& very learned writer is at a lofs 


K Satan 
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Satan ‘was caft out by a divine power.” 
On this laft account, one* learned writer 
affirms, that ‘* in the poffeffion of the bo- 
dies of men, he feems to have ‘been, in 
part, FORCED upon the employment.” 
Neverthelefs, according to the fame wri- 
ter, there could have been no great back- 
wardnefs on the part of the devil to tor- 
ment mankind; forhe fays, ‘* It would 
be ftrange, could we find no marks of 


the rage of his expiring tyranny’.” . 
to determine whether frequent poffeflions, at and 
after the time of Chrift, were owing to the malice 
of the devil, in order to di/parage the miracles of 
our Saviour, or to the providence of God, in order 
to.augment his glory, 

* Warburton, p. 220, 221, 

YP, a7. Dr. Jortin thought, (as Jenkins alfo 
did) that Providence fuffered evil fpirits to exert 
their malignant powers fo much at that time, to 
give a check to Sadduceifm amongft the Jews, and 
to Epicurean atheifm amongft the Gentiles, Re- 
marks on Ecclefiaftical Hiftory, vol.i, p.14. In the 
2d volume, p.17, 18, he fays, that Chrift cured 
poffeffed perfons, to fhew that he came to deftroy 
the empire of Satan, and to remove all fufpicion of 
a confederacy with evil fpirits. Semlerus like- 


This 
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This reafoning fuppofes, that evil {pirits. 
-have the natural power of feizing and 
tormenting the bodies of mankind, (a 
point more eafily affumed than proved), 
but that (malevolent as they are) they 


never or very feldom exerted it, before 
the coming of Chrift ; either becaufe 
they were immediately reftrained by 


wife, (p-- 2, note. 1) admits that the devil might 
then be allowed fome unufual power ;: Minime tam 
multos homines fingulari quadam diaboli ipfius 
operatione male habitos fuifle.—Paucos autem—«. 
forte novo atque antea inaudito mali vehementis 
genere a diabolo vexatos fuifle; ut appareret, ad- 
verfus Sadduceeorum errorem, &c, See alfo p. 48, 
49. The Scripture hath. given no intim ationof 
_ the devil’s being allowed any unufual power in 
the age of the Gofpel. As to pofleflions, to 
which our prefent inquiry relates, they are always 
referred to demons in the facred writings, And it 
would be in vain to attempt merely to reduce the 
number of demoniacs ; for if you can prove the 
reality of pofleffion in one inftance from the language 
of Scripture, you may prove it-in all, And if you 
can account for the Scripture-language concerning 
poflefions in any inftance, without allowing their 
reality, you may account for them in every inftance. 


K 2 God, 
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God, or wanted inclination to do mif- 
chiefto mankind. In the time of CAruE: 
however, thefe. wicked (pirits, it feems, 
forefaw, that they were going to be de- 
prived of.a power they had {carce ever 
ufed ; and being fired with rage and re- 
fentment again(t. their conqueror, they 
began to exert thofe latent faculties they 
had hitherto ineffeQually poffeffed. They 
had, indeed, very little reafon to complain. 
of their conqueror, becaufe it was upon 
his account that they enjoyed a favour 
that had hitherto been denied them, viz. 
the temporary liberty of ufing their native 
powers; and becaufé that ftate of inaction 
to which they were afterwards to be con- 
demned, was no new punifhment. The 
devil, however, according to this account, 
was reduced to great difficulties.. If, on 
the one hand, he did not ufe the liberty 
he now enjoyed of doing mifchief to 
mankind, how could he affwage his ma- 
lice? If, on the other hand, he affuaged 
| his 
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his malice, he faw he fhould hereby only 
contribute to the triumphs of Chrift, 
The firft-confideration urges him to ac- 
tion; the fecond treftrains him from it. 
In this perplexity, though doing much 
mifchief be fo natural to him, he did but 
little ; till God (I {peak it with horror) 
‘prompted him to do more, nay foreed him 
upon the wicked employment; and did 
it for the fake of fhewing, that he could 
expel the devil from thofe bodies which 
he himfelf had compelled him to enter. 
Such is the reafoning (if I rightly under- 
fiand it) employed by the ableft advocates 
of demoniacal pofleffions, to account for 
them in the age of the Gofpel, while 
they deny either their exiftence, or their 
equal frequency, at all other times. 

If this reafoning did-not expofe itfelf 
only by being ftated, it would neverthe- 
lefs be quite needlefs to examine its force; 
becaufe the fact for which it would ac- 
count, viz. God’s permitting or forcing 
a} the 
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the devil to take poffeflion of men’s bo- 
dies in the time of Chrift, and at no other, 
hath no foundation to fupport it. All 
the arguments therefore brought.to fhew, 
that it became God to grant the devil a 
‘‘ greater licence at this juncture, than at 


> 


any time before or fince,” impeach: the 
wifdom of the Divine Being; and, did 
they prove any thing, would prove, that 
God ought to have done, what, neverthe- 
lefs, he did not do. 

Many ages before the birth of Chrift, 
and in other countries befides Judea, men 
afcribed their difeafes in general to {pi- 
rits’, With refpe& to demoniacs in par- 
ticular, we meet with them, as we have 
feen*, in writers of great antiquity, par- 
ticularly in Aifchylus, Sophocles, Euripi- 
des, as well as in later: dramatic poets ; 
nor are they mentioned in a manner that 
would lead us to fuppofe they were not 

% See above, p, 69, note (7) ;°and Homer’s 
Odyffcv. 396.5004: 

* P. 23, 78, 87. 
as 
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as common as madmen and epileptics are 
amongft us. Thefe dramatic writers, it 
fhould be remembered, give us the trueft 
reprefentation of life and manners. De- 
moniacs occur alfo in their hiftorians°, as 
well as where we might moft naturally 
expect them, in the writings of their phy- 
ficians. From Hippocrates‘ it appears, 
that it was a very common thing among 
his cotemporaries, to afcribe the epilepfy 
and different {pecies of madnefs to the 
poffefion of demons andheroes. With 
refpect to their philofophers", it is need- 
lefs to appeal to the teftimony of parti- 
cular perfons ; for demonology compofed 
a very eminent part of the Pythagorean 
and Platonic philofophy°*, which prevail- 
ed greatly after as well as before the time 

b Herodotus, cited above, p. 88. 

¢ De Morbo facro, 

* Demoniacs are mentioned in Ariftotle, in fuch 
a manner as to fhew, that though he denied, others 
aflerted their exiftence. See below, fect. ix, 

© See Plutarch, De Placit) Phil. lib. v. cap. 1: 
Cicero, De Divinat. lib. i. § 5,6, 82, 87. 

: K4 of 
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of Chrift. Lucian wrote his Philopfeudes, 
on purpofe to expofe the folly of the 
Jearned phyfic.ans, and the moft able phi- 
lofophers, the heads of their feveral fects, 
for their abfurd attachment to demoni{m, 
poffeffions, and magic’. Thefe articles, 
at that time, feem to have campofed the 
common creed of all men, except the fol- 
lowers of Democritus *. The exprefs 
mention made of demoniacs (under this 


very name) by Lucian", by Plutarch Bee 


In the Philopfeudes of Lucian, Cleodomus the 
Peripatetic, Dinomachus the Stoic, and Ion the Pla- 
tonif?, do all plead the caufe of demonifm, vol. ii. 
Pp. 330, &c, ed. Var. Amftel. 1687. “Towards 
the clofe of the dialogue, p. 346, a. Pythagorean 
is- introduced to give his fanction to the fame 
do&rine. So that poffeffions, exorcifms, and 
magic compofed the creed of the philefophers of 
different fects, as well as of the common people, 
in the time of Lucian. 

® Lucian, ubi fupra, p. 349 

>» He fpeaks of thofe who delivered demoniacs from 
their terrors, #5 daimovavlas ararrarlecs Tay Debpac- 
tv, Philopfeud: p. 337. See above p. 23. 

’ Plutarch fays, (Sympof, |. vii. c, 5-) The magicians 


and 
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3 
and by Apollonius", bears ample teftimo- 
ny to the common perfuafion concerning 
the exiftence of fuch perfons in their 
times. The eftablifhed theology of the 
heathen world, from its firft rife to its 
final overthrow, refted upon the bafis of 
demonifm. Scarce was there a fingle 
oracle delivered but by a perfon faid to be 
poffeffed. 
With regard to the Jews, Jofephus 
tells us, that the method of exor- 
cifm prefcribed by Solomon prevailed or 
fucceeded greatly among them down to his 
own time’. Indeed, the very exiftence of 


commanded the demoniacs to.read over and pronounce the 
Ephefian letters. He ufes the very word daipourCoue- 
vss, which is commonly ufed in the New Teftament, 

* In Philoftratus’s Life of Apollonius, mention 
is made of a young man who had been ademoniac 
two years, Jasmovay de dvo irn, lib. iii, cap. 38. p. 
128, ed, Olear.. Concerning another youth, it is 
faid, o daipwv EAavver cee And Apollonius under- 
took to caft out demons, lib. iv. cap, 20, p. 157. 

' Kai airy wengps way mae” muLiy 1 Sépomweion MAES OU 


iyve, Antiq. lib, viii. cap. 2, § 5. In {peaking of 
7 Mie 
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exorcifis™, both before and after the time 

of Chrift, and the general prevalence of 
magic arts” amongtt this people, as well as 
amongtt the Gentiles, are a full proof that 
a belief of frequent poffeffions was com- 


Saul, (Antiq. lib. vi. cap. 8. §2.) he fays, demons came 
upon him, wtpinexsto woiln rive nat daspdvioy and 
that when the demons came upon him, and difturbed 
him, (oror Gy GUTw wpocios, TH Oobmovse Hoh rapartlot, ) 
— David was his only phyfictan againft the difturbance 
be fuffered from bean; and brought him ta his Car 
mind again, mPa THY OO THY Joes pnd veav Menge d Vy~—=yn.0006 
bar pos WV——N&E WOsey EXUTS 2 yiver Oak Tov SavaAov. In cap. 
ix. § 2, he makes Jonathan fay to his father, that 
when an svil [pirit and demons fetzed him, David caff 
them. out, (e€sGaarcv. ) In his Jewith War, lib. vii. cap, 
6. § 3. he fays, the plant baaras drives away (éferav~ 
ves) demons, Elfewhere( Ant, lib. viii. cap. 2. § 5.) he 
Speaks of a demon’s going out (2§sculs) of the poflefled 
perfon, and being adjured to return no more, Vhis 
phrafeology is very conformable to that of the Gofpel, 
m™ Mat. xii. 27, Acts xix. 13. Jofeph. Antiq. 
Mb, viti. cap. 2. §-5. Juftin Mart. Dial,cum Tryph, 
p. 314. Tren, lib, ii. cap..6. §2. Origen, cant, 
Celf. lib, i, p. 27. lib. iv. p. 183, 184, | 
" See Lightfoot, vel. ii, p. 175. Beza, Whitby, 
Grotius on Adis xix. 13, 19, and Bifcoe’s Hiftory 


ef the AGs, p. 290. 
Mon 


of the New Teftament. 139 


mon to both. The fame conclufion may 
be drawn from the manner in which fuch 
of them as were ftrangers to the dottrines 
of Chriftianity, addrefled our Saviour; 
Have mercy on me, faid the woman of Ca- 
naan, my daughter 7s grievoufly vexed with 
a demon®. In the fame ftyle, a Jew im- 
plores his compaffion on behalf of his fon: 
Look on my fon ; he hath a fpirit, and is 
fore vexed’. It was not thofe who receiv-~ 
ed, but thofe who rejected the dottrines 
of Chrift, that reproached him and his 
forerunner with having ademon*. So that 
the Scripture itfelf furnifhes abundant 
evidence, that the doctrine of poffeffions 
was prior to the Chriftian era. Hence 
it comes to pafs, that poffeffions are never 
mentioned in the Gofpel hiftory with any 
degree of furprize, as a thing new or ex= 


° Matt. xv, 21,°22, Mark vii, 24. See alfa 
Adts xvi, 16, 18, xix, 13. | 

* Matt. xvii,15, Mark ix.17. Luke ix, 39. 

* Matt, xi, 18, John vii, 48, 52. 


fraqre 
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traordinary, but altogether as a matter 
to which they had -been accuftomed. 
Nor did the enemies of Chritt-ever’ re- 


proach him with introducing demons into 


judea, merely for the fake of difplaying 
his power over them; nor on this account 
accufe him of acting in concert with them, 
which, neverthelefs, it would have been 
natural for them to do, had poffeffions 
never been heard of till the time of Chrift, 
and then only in Judea. 

That the fame notions concerning 
them, which prevailed in Judea, in the 
ave of the Gofpel, were current in the 
fucceeding as well as in the preceding 
2ges, and in other countries, is evident, 
net only from the authorities already 
cited, but alfo from the writings of the 
Chriftian fathers, (to fay nothing of thof¢ 
of the latter Platonifts). It would be 
endiefs to produce all the paffayes from 
the fathers, in which pofleffions are either 
afierted or referredto. There is no {ub- 

ject 
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jet fo familiar to them as this; there is 
nothing they boaft of fo much as. the 
power of the meaneft Chriftian to eye 
demons from the bodies of men’. In 
the hiftory of the church, there is more 
frequent mention made of poffeffions, 
than in any other annals". Solittle truth 
is there in the affertion, that we never 
hear of them but in the time of Chrift. 

Surely, no men forget themfelves more 
than thofe do, who fometimes would per- 
fuade us, that the devil’s tyranny expired 

(as well. as revived) at the coming of 
Chrift ; and, at other times, maintain 
the credit of thofe writers, who, in every 
fucceeding age, reprefent the devil as 


4 See-'Whitby’s General Preface, p. 26-32, and 
Stillingflect’s Orig, Sacr. p. 166, Ode de Angelis, 
p- 649—656, and p, 867, 868. 

* Mede, p.°30, obferves, that the energumeni are 
often mentioned in the church liturgies, in the 
ancient. canons, and i in other ecclefiaitical writings, 
many ages after our Saviour’s being on earth; and 
that not as any rare and unaccuftomed thing, but as 
ordinary and ufual, ‘This is a fact fo well known, 
that none, I prefume, will controvert it, 


; 
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being every eg difpoffeffed by Chrif= 


tians. 


S EoD, ocVilk. 


Prop. VIII. The demoniacs of the New 
Teftament are not different from thofe 
mentioned in other ancient authors; and 


a like judgment is to be formed of both. 


O Whine the demoniacs of the Gofpel 
“are the fame fort of perfons with 
thofe mentioned by other ancient writers, 
appears from the fymptoms of their dif- 
orders, which are in both the fame’, 
Some of the New Teftament demoniacs 
are melancholy, and frequent folitary 
places; others are outrageous, and not 
to be kept within bounds. Their under- 
ftandings are difturbed, and yet, in fome 


f The circumftances ulually alledged to prove, 
that there was fomething preternatural in the eafe 
of the New Teftament demoniacs, will be ex- 
plained in the fecond chapter. 


cafes, 
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cafes, they fpeak and act as if they were 
in their fenfes. Some of them are fubjed& 
to fits (during which their reafon is loft) | 
and to convulfive agitations; and they 
act altogether as perfons who have no — 
command over themfelves. Their ima- 
gination being difordered, they ‘believe _ 
themfelves to be poffefled, (agreeably to 
the opinions concerning demons then en- 
‘tertained) and their fpeech and behaviour 
correfpond to thefe apprehenfions. Ina 
‘word, all their fymptoms agree with 
thofe of epileptics and maniacs, who fan- 
cied they had evil fpirits within them. 
Now fuch as thefe are the demoniacs we 
meet with amongtt ‘the ancient Greeks 
and Romans. ‘ 

The language, likewife, in which de- 
moniacs in the New Teftament are de- 
{cribed, isthe very fame with that: uféd 
in defcribing thofe in other writings. 
When they are firft feized with the fore- 

mentioned fymptoms, a demon or demons 
, are 


144 On the Demoniacs 


are faid to enter them. During the con- 
tinuance .of thofe fymptoms, they. are 
confidered as actually pofeffed by demons. 
When they were cured, the demon or 
demons were faid to ave them, or to be 
expelled from them. Now, if the demo- 
niacs of the Gofpel, and thofe.in other 
ancient authors, are defcribed in the fame 
terms, and have the fame fymptoms, why 
fhould not a like Incapeaese be formed of 
both °. 

Some, however, make a great dpa 
tion between the demoniacs of the New 
Teftament and all other demoniacs, call- 
ing the former real demoniacs, and the 
latter only reputed ones. ‘‘ The ancients,” 
fays the bifhop of Gloucefter, ‘* often 
-miftook natural diforders for demoniacal.” 
He contends, that, ‘*in order to form a 
- right judgment of the Gofpel demo- 
«© niacs, believers fhould firft of all con- 
‘* fider what part the devil bore in the oeco- 


t Py 222; 
uomy 
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** nomy of grace”. He requires us to take 
into the account the hiftory of the /a//, 
«< Chrift’s tempations in the wildernefs, 
** and the great end of his miffion, the 
‘* redemption of mankind”.”. He blames 
.thofe ‘‘ who reafon upon the cafe of 
«the demoniacs, not as it is recorded 
‘‘ by the evangelifts, but as if defcribed 
<‘only in a treatife of medicine,—— 
<¢ and as much unconneéted with our holy 
‘* religion, as it was with the various fy{- 
«* ftems of paganifm. Whereas demonia- 
* cal poffeffions,” he adds, ‘* have an in- 
‘timate relation to the doGrine of re- 
“‘demption, and were therefore reafon- 
*° ably to be expected at the promulgation 
*© of the Gofpel. This fets the matter,” 
he thinks, “on quite a different footing *.” 
vag His lordfhip’s very words are, Now, to form as 
right judgment of the matter in queftion, believers 
foould firft of all confider, WHAT PART THE DEVIL 
BORE IN THE OECONOMY OF GRACE. Serm. vol, 
iii, p. 215. 

Memee pi 215,-219, 217, FLO, 220, 


* P. 229. 
L Tn | 


146 On the Demoniacs 


In thefe paflages, his lordfhip fuppofes, 
«1. That the agency of demons had no 
‘kind of connection with any of the fyf- 
tems of paganifm ; which is as true as it 
would be to affirm, that a houfe hath no 
kind of connection with the foundation 
“on which it is raifed. The entire fyftem 
of paganifm is erected upon the bafis of de- 

“monifm. All their worfhip was more im- 
' “mediately directed to demons; and from — 
their power and influence every bleffing 
was expected. 2. His lordthip’s argu- 
‘ment farther fuppofes, that the doétrine 
‘of demoniacal poffeffions bears an intimate 
relation to that of man’s redemption. — 
But may not man be redeemed from fin, 
and mifery, and the grave, unlefs the fouls 
of dead men are allowed to enter and tor- 
ment the bodies of the living, and to de- 
prive them of their underftandings?' His 
lordfhip, indeed, is pleafed to take it for 
granted, that demons are fallen angels ; 
and that the devil, their head, bore a part 


RM 
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in the oeconomy of grace. Whatever 
part the devil may bear in his lordthip’s 
fyftem, Chriftians will affign the cecono- 
my of grace a divine origin ; they will, 
with all poflible gratitude, afcribe it 
wholly to God, whofe wifdom aloné 
planned it, and whofe omnipotent good- 
‘nefs carried it into execution. Whatever 
opinion we form concerning the malig- 
nant influence of fallen angels upon the 
morals and happinefs of mankind, it hath 
no relation at all to the prefent queftion, 
which concerns only the agency of a dif- 
ferent order of beings, that of human 
fpirits. His lordthip’s principle failing 
him, the conclufom he draws from it, 
sé that we are not to reafon concerning 
the Gofpel demoniacs, as we do concern- 
ing thofe defcribed in treatifes of me- 
dicine,” muft fall to the ground. | 

Accordingly we find, that the New 
Teftament doth not fuppofe a difference 
between the demoniacs in the age of 
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Chrift and other demoniacs ; much lefs 
doth it point out any clear marks of dif- 
tinction between them. Such marks of 
diftinGtion, however, the Gofpel ought 
to have pointed out, if there be indeed 
any real difference between the demo- 
niacs there defcribed, and all others ; 
efpecially if it-be true, (as we are told it 
is) that the ancients often miftook natural 
diforders for demontacal. How comes it 
to pafs, that neither our Saviour, nor the 
apofiles, took care to guard mankind 
againft falling into an error, on a fubjedct, 
which, according to the bifhop of Glou- 
cefter, bears an intimate relation to the 
doctrine of redemption? Our modern 
writers upon demonology have laid down 
rules” for diftinguifhing true from pre- 
tended poffeffions, {uch as {peaking in un- 
known tongues, revealing fecrets, and fore- 
telling future events. But neither are 
y See» Cudworth’s Intell, Syft. p. 704, 705, 
and Jortin’s Rem, on Ecclef. Hift. vol, i. p. 


39, According to Plato, (if we may rely on 


thefe 
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thefe rules, nor thofe of his lordthip, 
given us in the Gofpel ; and we are left 
(with much wifdom, I apprehend) to 
judge of. pofleflions as we do of all the 
other diforders relieved by Chrift, by the 
nature of the cafe itfelf. You might as 
reafonably affirm, that the lame, the 
blind, the deaf, the dumb, or the perfons 
afflicted with fevers, palfies, and lepro- 
fies, who were cured by Chrift, were dif- 
ferent from thofe labouring under the 
fame bodily defects or diforders, in other 
countries, and in other ages, as affirm 
this concerning demoniacs. And thus you 
would deftroy the evidence of the Gofpel 
arifing from Chrift’s miraculous cures. | 
Now, if the demoniacs of the New 
Teftament are the fame fort of perfons 
witb thofe mentioned in other Writings, 
(as they certainly were, if we are to judge 
Clemens Alexandrinus, Strom. i. 405, Oxon. 


ed.) it was not the infpired or poffeffed perfon 
himfelf, but the demon in him, who fpake by his 


voice, Id. p. 17, 
a4 of 
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of both by the fymptoms of their difore 


ders, and the language in which they are 


defcribed), why fhould thefe diforders be 


aferibed to different caufes ?-We have no 


reafon to believe, that the human fyftem 


isnot, in all countries, and at all times, 
equally governed by the famelaws. Why 
then fhould we afcribe the fame effects 
(viz. maniacal and epileptic diforders) to 


a fupernatural caufe in Judea, in the time 


of Chrift, and to a-natural caufe in all 


other places, and even in Judea, at all 
other times? The agency. of demons 
fhould be admitted in both cafes, or in 
neither. 


SE OM Las 
Prop. IX. There is no Juppcient evidence 
from REASON far the reality of demonta- 
cal poffeftons; nay, reafon firongly re- 
monfirates againft it. 
T hath never yet been proved from 
reafon, that the fpirits of dead men 
have power to enter and torment the 


living ; 


of the New Teftament. 151 


living ; to govern their bodily organs in 
as perfect a manner as their own fouls 
can do ; to deprive them of their under- 
fandings, and to render them blind, deaf, 
and dumb. Reafon thews us, that they 
have no fuch power’. Nay, the advo- 
estewof poffeflions do now admit, that it 
is highly abfurd to afcribe this power to 
the fpirits of dead men. On this account 
it is, that they labour ftrenuoufly to 
prove, that by demons we are to under- 
ftand fallen angels. The light of nature, 
however, difcovers not the exiftence of 
fallen angels, much lefs doth it furnith 
certain evidence of their power to take 
poffeffion of mankind in the manner ex- 
plained above. Nor are angels concern- 
ed in the prefent queftion ; or any fpirits, 
except thofe which once dwelt in flefh 
and blood, as we have fhewn already. 
And if what has been urged to prove, 


* Differt. on Mir, p. 161. 
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that the poffeffing demons had once been 
men, be juft; it will, I apprehend, be al- 
lowed by all, that there never was a real 
demoniac. : 

— It may be farther obferved, that, who- 
ever the demons of the ancients were, it 
hath not hitherto been proved by reafon, ~ 
that the diforders imputed’ to them can- 
not proceed. from natural caufes. You 
fay, that, by the fole operation of thefe 
caufes, you cannot account for the epi- | 
Jepfy and madnefs. What then? Will 
itr neceffarily follow from hence, that 
thefe diforders proceed from a caufe that 
is fupernatural? Are you perfedtly ac- 
quainted with all the fecrets of nature, or 
with all her wonderful operations in the 
human fyftem? Do notvery many of them 
efcape the moft diligent fearch? Why 
then do men, however learned, pronounce 
with certainty, that epileptic and mania- 
cal diforders do not fall within the limits 
of nature? We are fubject to other difor- 

ders 
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ders in the common courfe of nature, of 
according to thofe fixed rules by which 
the human fyftem is governed ; why then 
may we not be fubject to ¢hefe alfo in the 
fame manner? If we cannot affirm with 
certainty, that they do proceed from na- 
tural caufes ; neither can you prove, that - 
they do not. There is, therefore, no evi- 
dence from reafon, for the reality of pof- 
feffions. : 

Thofe who firft invented this doétrine, 
were men unacquainted with nature, and 
yet ambitious of accounting for its moft 
myfterious phenomena. At the fame time 
they were poffefled with an high opinion of 
the power of their gods; and thus they 
were eafily induced to afcribe to their in- 
fluence diftempers in general, and thofe 
efpecially which they could not account 
for in a natural way, or were attended 
with extraordinary fymptoms. Indeed, 
there was no difeafe, nor any event what- 
ever, that, according to the Heathens, 

had 
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had not originally fome roling ‘deity. 
The fymptoms of demoniacs and epilep- 
tics feemed to them to argue the imme- 
diate prefence of demons in the human 
body; a€tuating all its organs, and occu- 
pying the feat of the human foul. But 
thefe things ferve only to thew their igno- 
rance, their prefumption, and their fu- 
perftition. Whatever is agreeable to their 
inclinations and prejudices, mankind are, 
in every age, too much difpofed to-ad- 
mit without proof. And errors, (as many 
have obferved) however abfurd, intro- 
duced in times of grofs darknefs, af- 
‘terwards become venerable and facred 
for their antiquity; and by the fole 
force of education and habit, maintain 
themfelves againft the» light of -reafon, 
and the improvements of fcience. Lu- 
cian charges even the philofophers with 
great credulity ; nor doth he’except even 
-thofe whofe learning and ‘age attracted 
the higheft veneration. They differ, fays 
| he 
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he, from children only in their grey hairs 
and long beards, and are even more eafy to be 
deceived than they*. 

On the other hand, thofe perfons whofe © 
minds were not difturbed by fuperftitious 
terrors, and who gained an infight into 
nature, pronounced what commonly paff- 
ed for demoniacal poffeflions, to be mere 
natural diforders. This was the cafe, not 
only with the Sadducees and the E’picu- 
reans, but allo with the Peripatetics. 
Ariftotle, who was the founder of their 
fect, and who isjuftly ftyled the prince of 
the philofophers, denied the exiftence of 
demons’; and maintained‘, that what is 
called pofleffion is the effect of melan- 
choly. The divine Hippocrates, equally 
eminent for his piety and judgment, 


a Mévn 7 Worm, ual TH Toyo dsaQegovres Tue 
~ , of \ cer pia MEd ui ? / 
CoeDav. TH de MAAR, Kat AUTWY EXEWWY EVaYWYOTEDOS 
_wpos to Wevdos. Lucian’s Philopfeud Oper, vol, ii. 

p. 342. ed Amftelodam, 
> Metaphbyf lib. xii. & iii, de anima. 
“In his Problems, 


wrote 
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wrote a book to thew *, that the epilepfy 
had nothing in it {upernatural, more than 
any other diftemper; and to expofe the 
ignorance and impiety of thofe who 
afcribed it to the immediate agency of 
the gods, and accordingly undertook to 
cure it by expiations and charms. Cel- 
fus‘*, when treating of the feveral kinds 
of madnefs, takes no notice of demonia- 
cal poffeflion, and afcribes them to diffe- 
rent caufes. The madnefs of Ajax and 
Oreties is by him imputed to falfe images, 
and not to the gods, as itis by the poets. 
Plotinus‘, (who flourifhed in the third 
century} though a Platonic. philofopher, 
fpeaks of thofe who pretended to cure 
difeafes by expelling demons, as admired 
only by the vulgar, while they were de- 


* Tepi Inpns Neoz, p. 30r. ed. Foefii, Geneve, 
3657. He fays, P- 303. TO Of VOUTHe TBTO, xdLV TS 
peos Gouces HoT EpOY ELK TOY AOLTOV, AAR Qicw pat 
OE, hy MAI TR BAAM VION LAT Oe See alfo Pp. 310. 

© Lib. iii, cap, 18. 

* Ennead, II. lib, ix. cap, 14, 


{pifed 
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' {pifed by men of fenfe, who believed that 
all difeafes proceed from natural caufes. 
From Origen *, in the fame century, we 
learn, that phyficians_in his time ac- 
counted, in a natural way, for thofe dif- — 
orders which were imputed to demons, 
though he himfelf, a lefs proper judge, 
condemned them for fo doing. Philo- 
ftorgius alfo", at the beginning of the 
fifth century, blames Pofidonius (whom 
‘he celebrates as the moft eminent phyfi- 
cian of his age) for afferting, that mad- 
nefs was not owing to the impulse of demons, 
but to a redundancy of peccant humours. 
® In Matth, tom. 13. vol. i. p. 311. Huet. vol. iii. 
p. 577, Bened. cited by Dr. Lardner, Cafe of the 
Demoniacs, p. 86. 
© Ecclef. Hift. lib. viii. cap. 10. Aéyew do etree 
Guus ¥x cpws, ovys daimovwy émilioss Tous cbscaens 
exCaxneverdas, vyppav dé Tivay xaxoyuniay to wales ip- 
yacectas. Pofidonius farther taught, pnde yap sivas 
70 Waparray igdy damcvar, avloamwy Dicey ewnpeacou- 
cay. Neque enim demonum vim -ullam effe, que 
hominum genus vexaret. Dr. Lardner, p. 87,, 
conjectures, that Pofidonius was a Chriffian. 
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I omit many great authorities, becaufe 
they have been produced by others *. 
And it feems not improbable, that the 
reality of poffeflions was doubted by'many 
who, through too much caution, never 
publicly exprefled their doubts ; and 
that, like Dio Chryfoftom *, in difcourfing 
of demons, they rather propofed the 
fentiments of others than their own. 
However this may be, it is known to. 
every one, that fince the improvements of 
fcience in later times, the moft able and 
judicious phyficians have confirmed by 
their fuffrages the opinion of the moft 
learned and judicious. amongit, the an- 
cients upon the fubje@& before us. To 

1 The learned Wetftein, in his Comment on 
Matt. iv. 24, p. 282, 283, hath cited feveral emi- 
nent phyficians, who difapproved: the.doctrine of 
real poffeflions, whofe teftimonies are here omitted. 
See alfo his citations from P. Egineta and Sext. 
Empiricus, p. 281. 

© Orat. 23. “Omrws o: xpn Jausoveoy Tb wovnpow nyer- 
Het, Hab AOEKOV, HEE LVONTOV, EK EXW ELTEV—aAA’ Eye 
vue KATO THY Em ouTs doF cv DvelAey pace TH WoAAa— 


arAAw KATH Thy Tw WoAAwy cv pmo. 
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take no notice of Dr) Friend", ‘and other 
ingenious writers, the authority alone ‘of 
our ifluftrious countryman Dr. R. Mead, 
fhould have more weight with us, than 
the opinion of multitudes bred up in ig 
frorance ‘and -fuperftition. ‘This cele- 
brated writer hath proved, that the cirt 
cumitances related of the Gofpel demo- 
niacs are fymptoms of natural diforders, 
and do not exceed the ean of ee 
caufes™. kde cae os Ah | 

* “Waving all authority, let as sited to 
fucH matters of ‘fact as are obvious even 
to thofe whofe profeffion does not oblige 
them ‘to ftudy the animal fyftem. We 
have: feen, that the reality 6f poffeficnis 
cannot ‘be demonftrated by reafon, be- 
caufe the diforders impated to them’ may | 
Maas from natural Couns Dies, it cannot 


; ae of Phyfic, part i. p. 18 2k. 

™ Infanorum hec funt omnia,——Nibil profsdte 
hic facrum, nihil, quod ex male affecta corporis 
fanitate oriri non poflit, reperimus. Medica ‘Sacray 
eap. ix. p. 66,67. ° ‘See alfo his preface. — 
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be proved that they do not. I now add, 
that reafon remonftrates againft the doc- 
trine of poffeffions, and clearly fhews us, 
that the diforders imputed to them aégfz- 
ally do proceed from natural caufes. The 
temperament of the body, the texture of 
the brain, the motion of the blood,. the 
excefs or defect of the animal {pirits, the 
influences of air and diet, intenfenefs of 
thought, violent paflions, and fudden 
frights, will difturb or deftroy the regu- 
lar exercife of the underftanding. It is 
matter of common obfervation, that what 
renders the fpirits too volatile, caufes the 
raving f{pecies of madnefs ; and what de- 
prefles them, the melancholy. What is 
here obferved’ concerning maniacal, is 
equally true with refpect to epileptical 


diflempers. Various confiderations are 
urged by Hippocrates *, to fhew that the 
epilepfy may be accounted for without 
having recourfe to any extraordinary in- 


* De Morbo facro, p. 303, 307, 308, 309, 310. 
ter- 
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terpofition of the gods. I {hall take no= 
tice of one, both becaufe.it lies level 
to every capacity, and becaufe it hath, 1 
believe, been omitted by the feveral 
learned writers upon poffeffions, who 
have appealed to the authority of this 
mott able and judicious phyfician. Goats, 
he obferves, are remarkably fubject to the 
epilepfy 3 and, on diffecting the head, the 
brain is found to be overcharged with a 
rheum of avery bad fmell;.a plain proof, 
he adds, that the animal was difeafed, not 

poffeffed bya deity’. Now, if maniacal 
_and epileptical diftempers owe their rife 
to natural caufes; and (lo far as reafon 
can judge) to thefe caufes only; it is not 
only groundlefs, but abfurd, to afcribe 
them toa fupernatural influence. 
In order to weaken the force of this 
argument, it hath been faid by fome, 


Q.? ( \ 4 Ley 2 \ 
Hy dsanedng tiv xeDarny evencers Tov eyxiDarov 

e 4 27 \ ES ~ , \ NE oF 
UYPOV EOVTA,- KHL WoWTOS TEPLWAEW, UAL XUKOV OCOUA, 

\ ? / & f ef 3 € \ 3 g sed 
Hab EV TZTO AnAovOTE YuwoNy OTL EY OSEOS TO THUG 

=e A ? 2 € / 

AUVAANETHI, GAA N VOTO. P. 207. 


M that 


162 On the Demoniacs 


that demons mix mith the morbid mat- 
ter’; and by others, that an evil fpirit 
could not difturb the human frame, with- 
out occafioning fome or other of the fymp- 
toms which accompany natural difeafes*; 
and that, in order to prove the truth of 
the Gofpel demonianifm, we need only to 
urge the teftimony of the Gofpel*. But 
this reply, inftead of weakening our ar- 
_ gument, isa plain confeffion of its force; 
it admits that demoniacs are difeafed ; 
that the fymptoms of demoniacal difeafes 
are the fame as thofein natural ones; and 
confequently that, as far as we can judge 
by thelight of reafon, what is called poffef- 
fion isa mere natural difeafe. It may be 
objected, that whatis here allowed by the 
advocates for the demoniac fyftem, is 
merely that poffeflions may be accompa- 
nied with fome of the fymptoms of natural 


Pp Nye on Natural and Revealed Religion, p. 213. | 
* Bp. Warburton, p. 235. 
* P, 236. 
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difeates, I anfwer, that no other fymp- 
toms than thefe are mentioned concern- 
ing the Gefpel demoniacs. In the cafeof 
the epileptic youth, (for example) though 
largely defcribed, what one fymptom is 
there that doth not agree with the falling- 
ficknefs‘? With regard to the teftimony 
of the Gofpel, it is a point that will be 
examined hereafter. 

As the feveral diforders imputed to_ 
poffeflion, proceed from natural caufes, 
like other diforders allowed not to be 
preternatural ; fo, like thefe, they yield 


‘Pp, Aigineta, iii. 13. de Morbo comitiali: 
_ Morbus comitialis convulfio eft totius corporis, 
cum principalium actionum lefione. Fit hac af 
fectio maxime puerise-poftea vero etiam adolef- 
centibus & in vigore confiftentibus, minime autem 
adultis & fenibus.——-Inflante vero jam fymptomate,. 
collapfio ipfis derepente contingit, & convulfio, & 
quandoque nihil fignificans exclamatio. Precipuum 
vero ipforum fignum eit oris fpuma, quum reliqua 
etiam aliis morbis quodammodo fint communia, 
Wetftein on Mark ix. 18. See the fame learned 
writer on Matt. xvii. 15. 
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to natural remedies', and each of them 
requires a peculiar procefs. The an- 
cients", in their treatment of perfons 


‘ With regard to the epilepfy, fee Hippocrates, 
Ps 310s | 

" Ariftotle de Mirabil. Zuvleaci dt ual rots dasuo- 
vt Thus vo pnevoss UATON OF, ed yop TH wpooOnvecs THIS” 
piolv, amipyeras to dasuovsev. Ariftotle, or whoever, 
was the author of this book, is {peaking of a ftone 
which growsin the river Nile, concerning which Plu- 
tarch fays (De Fluviis, p.1159,D.) woes dt wpos Tes 
Dxinovico[niss, cine yap meoselnvar THIS prot, omrtpe 
xevas to dasovov. See Jofeph. Antiq. lib. viii. 
cap. .2..$ 5, &.de Bel. Jud. lib. vik, cap, 6. § 2: 
Tobit, chap. vi. and viii, Plaut. Menech. Act ii. 
fer aya SAG vicky UR hii Nae aa 
xxv. cap. 24. lib. xxvii. cap. 83. lib. xxviii, cap. 
16. lib, xxix, cap. 4. lib, xxx. cap. Io, lib. xxxvil, 
cap. 3, 4. Plotinus, Ennead. ii. g,14.—-Apuleius, 
de Virtut, Herbar, 10. de Artemifia, fays, fugat & 
dzmonia,——And in xix, 6. Si infans contriffatus 
fuerit, herba Ariftolochia fuffumigabis infantem, 
hilarem facit & convalefcit infans, fugato dzmonio., 

The ancients thought that pofleflions might be 
procured as well as removed by natural means: 
Ibi in potando neceffarius modus, ne lymphatos 
agat, Plin. Nat. Hift: lib. xxxi. cap.5. Thalaff- 
eglen circa Indum amnem inveniri :—~hac pota 


f{up- 
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fuppofed to be poffefied, applied a great 


variety of medicines, according to the 
, different fymptoms of the patient. And 
our modern” phyficians, befides medi- 
cines, recommend bleeding, bliftering, 
purging, fhaving. But what effe@ can 
medicines and evacuations have upon the 
devil, who is conceived to be {piritual 
and. incorporeal? . Why fhould it be 
thought, that the fame evil {pirit is ex- 
pelled from the body of one perfon, by 
medicines that would not affect him in 
the body of another ? or that he is fome-_ 
times driven away by hellebore, at other 
times drawn off by a blifter? If phyfi- 
cians are able, by fuch varions means, to 


lymphari homines, obfervantibus miraculis. The 
angelida in Libano Syria,——qua pota magi divi- 
nent. Id. lib. xxiv. cap. 102. p. 352. ed, Harduin, 
Now, is it not more likely, that certain waters and 
herbs fhould diforder the animal fyftem, than that 
they fhould controul the devil ? mee 

“ Shaw's Practice. of Phylic, yol.:d, wp. 26. ° 
Mead’s Medica Sacra, cap. ix, 


M 3 eject 


166 On the Demoniacs 


eject him from the human body, the de- 
vil is fubje& to man, not man to the 


devil. What abfurdities will not fomé | 


perfons run into, rather than allow, what 
feems felf-evident, that diforders which 
both proceed from natural caufes, and are 
cured or relieved by natural remedies, are 
no other than natural diforders? 

All the arguments from reafon, elfe- 
where’ urged againft any fuperior created 
{pirits poficfling the power of working 
miracles, or producing any effect in our 
{y{tem, contrary to the general rules by 
which it is governed, conclude here. But 
I fhall only obferve, thatin every part of 
the world that falls under our obferva- 
tion, we fee a fixed order of caufes and ef- 


fefts, fuch as is not difturbed by any in- 


vifible beings; and the prefervation of 

this order feems effential to the happinefs 

of the creation. May wenot from hence 

conclude, that the human fyftem in parti- 
Y Differt, on Mir. paflim, 

cular 


a 
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cular is governed in the fame manner, 
and fubject to invariable laws, fuch as 
none but God can controul*? 

Are we to take it for granted, that God 
will fuffer thefe laws to be controuled, 
merely for the fake of fubjecting the 
healths, the underftandings, and the lives 
of mankind, even thofe of the tendereft 
age’, and of eminent piety”, to the caprice 
and malice of evil fpirits? This is a 
point not to be admitted without the 
ftrongett evidence; fo repugnant doth 
it appear to all our ideas of the equity, 
goodnefs, and mercy of the gracious Pa- 
rent of mankind*. Now, if reafon fhews 


* If itdid not follow from hence, that there ne- 
ver were any real demoniacs in the world, yet it 
would follow, that they are as common now as they 
ever were, which few, if any, will affert, 

* Wark 1x. 23, 

» Lukes xine 16. 

“Tt has been faid, that the difeafes afcribed to 
poffeffions are the very fame, whether they proceed 
from natural caufes or the agency of demons, But 
if malicious demons had the power of poflefling 
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us, that there is, and muft be, a fixed or- 
der of caufes and effets throughout the 
whole fyftem of nature; and that both 
the generation and cure of the difeafes in 
queftion ate the effe@ts of this conftitu- 
tion; then reafon doth certainly remon- 
{trate again{t afcribing them to fuperna- 
‘tural caufes; which is the point we un- 
dertook to prove. 

Nor let any think this a point of fmall 
‘im portance. Not to mention here the 
many other“ inconveniences attending the 
‘belief of our being in the power of any 
fuperior malevolent fpirits, this belief 
hath a direct. tendency to fubvert the 
foundation of natural piety, and to beget 
idolatry and fuperftition *. Thefe, we are 
certain, were the effects which this belief 
produced amongft the Heathens. They 
endeavoured (as it was natural for them 


mankind, we fhould foon find a fatal difference in 
our condition, 
4 Differt. on Mir, chap. ii, feet, 4, 
* Id, p. 100. 
to 
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to do) to appeafe the anger of the de- 
mons to whom they attributed their dif- 
eafes; and to them they applied for a 
cures. The Jews themfelves, when they 
adopted the pagan fyftem of demonology, 
offered facrifices to Sammael, to prevent 
him from accufing them to God for their 
fins’. Endlefs fuperftitions hath the 
doGrine of poffeffions generated amongit 
Chriftians, efpecially in the darkeft ages 
of the church. Fafcination and witch- | 
craft then made a capital article of reli- 
gion. According to the account given 
us by hiftorians, ** nothing was to be 
feen but priefts. driving out devils from 
thofe who were faid to be pofleffed. The 
courts of juftice, compofed of magiftratés 
who ought to have had more underftand- 

© Morbos tum ad iram deorum immortalium re-= 
latos efle, et ab iifdem opem pofci folitam, Celfus, 
‘Prefat. See alfo Hippocrates de Morbo facro, the 


introduction ; and Homer’s Odyif, lib, v. v. 394+ 
go/* 


f vie fy ° ° 
Buxtorf in voc, Sammael, or Differt on Mir. 


p. 103. 
ing 
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ing than the vulgar, were employed in 
‘trying witches and forcerers, who were 
found guilty upon the pretended evidence 
of the devils s.” 

Is this a hiftory of creatures who boat 
of being rational? Their Maker had in- 
dued them with the faculty of reafon ; 
-but they had neglected to cultivate it; 
they were taught to think it impious to 
ufe it, and to try doctrines by it; evident 
as it is, that there is noother principle in 
our frame that can enable us to dittin- 
guifh between truth and falfhood. It 
can be no matter of furprize to us, that 

& J fhall mention one inftance, which may ferve 
as a fpecimen of the reft. Urban Grandier, the 
curate and canon of Loudun, was found guilty of 
exercifing the black art (for which he was burnt 
alive), upon the evidence of the following devils: 
Aftaroth (a deyil of the order of the feraphims, and 
chief of the poffeffing devils); Eafas, Celfus, 
Acaos, Eudon, Afmodeus (of the order of the 
thrones); Alex, Zabulon, Nephtalim, Cham, 
Uriel, Achas (of the order of the principalities), 
See the General Dictionary, under the articles UR- 
BAN GRANDIER and Loupun, 
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the doctrine of poffeffions, though totally 
unfupported by reafon, though contrary 
to the cleareft principles of it, contrary 
to all we know concerning the order of 
nature, and the perfections of its author, 
to the certain evidence we have, that the 
reputed effects of fupernatural poffeffion 
are inreality the effects of natural caufes ; 
it cannot be matter of furprize to us, that 
this doctrine, however abfurd, fhould be 
too generally received by men, who made 
no more ufe of their reafon, than if they 
had none. 

Greatoccafion have we to be thankful to 
God, that, in proportion to the degree in 
which men cultivate their reafon, ftudy 
nature, the animal fyftem in particular, 
and become concerned to yield affent only 
to evidence, and to affert the honour of | 
the divine adminiftration; the deftructive. 
doctrine we are oppofing finks into con- 
tempt. The light of the Gofpel, at its 
firft appearance, expofed the folly of all 

the 
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the magic arts". And foit did when it 
fhone forth a fecond time at the reforma-. 
tion from popery. At this glorious era, 
reafon, which had long been enflaved by 
the moft debafing fuperftitions, recover- 
ed fome degree of her proper influence, 
and. began to. reject the idle ftories of 
witchcrait, .poffeflions, exorcifms, which 
had been propagated by artful and inte- 
refted impoftors, and adopted by the 
credulous part of mankind. 

It isneedlefs to purfue this point any 
farther, inafmuch as the ableft advocates 
for the demoniac fyftem, from a convic- 

tion of its abfurdity, contend only for the 
3 reality of the poffeffions which are taken 
notice of in Scripture; and reft their be- 
lief of thofe poffeffions upon the authori- 
ty of Scripture. We fhall therefore pro- 
ceed to examine the fentiments of the fa- 
cred writers on this fubjedt. 


* Ads xix. 18——20, 
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ag Hi mL bith 
Prop. X. The doctrine of demoniacal pof- 
JSeffions, infiead of being Jupported by the 


Sewilh or Chriftian Baaistigs 2$ B giochi 
Jubverted Z both. 


sf algo is a point of the greateft import- 
ance, and therefore deferves to be 
fully confidered.. -Here.] would oblerve, 
I. That whether the do@rine of pofs 
feflions be true or falfe, it was not origi+ 
nally founded on revelation ; nor did it 
ever receive the fandtion of any of the 
prophets either of the Old or ‘New Tefta- 

ment. | 
With ata | to 5 the" piped of the 
Old Teéftament, they ftand clear from all 
- fafpicion of countenancing ‘the doctrine 
of real poffeflions. It is not pretended, 
that they ever exprefly taught it. In all 
their writings, no traces of it are to be 
found, no mention of a fingle inftance of 
| reputed 
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reputed poffeffion, nor any allufion to it. 
For, with regard to Saul, of whom we 
read, that an evil fpirit from the Lord 
troubled him‘, it is fufficient to obferve, 
that. the word /pirit is often applied to the 
temper and affections of the human mind‘; 
and that the Jews were wont to call all 
kinds of melancholy an evil fpirit'. Saul’s 
diforder, ‘therefore, was a deep melan- 
choly.-* This appears, not only from the 
language in which it is defcribed, but alfo 
from the hiftory of its cure; for it was 
not cured by prayer, but by mufic; a pro- 
per method of exhilirating the animal 


i; Sam. xvi. 14. Xvili. 10, 

* See Numb. v. 14. Pf. li, so. If. xxxvii. 7, 
36, 37, Ezek. xviil. 31. Hofea iv. 12. v. 4. Luke 
ix. 55. Rom. vili..15. 2 Tim,i. 7. In Judg, ix. 
23, an evil fpirit denotes a fpirit of difcord. In 
Hof. xii. 1, the Septuagint calls the falfhood and 
treachery of the Ifraelites wovnpov rvevues a wicked 
fpirit or difpofition. 

' Lightfoot, Hor. Heb, in Luc. xiii.r1. Mai- 
monides in Sabbat. il, 5. 


{pirits, 


of the New Teftament. 176 
fpirits, though not of expelling demons. 
Some, indeed, have inferred from the 
cafe of Elitha, on whom the hand of the 
Lord came, when the minftrel played”, that 
mufic, if it was.a natural means of invit- 
ing a good {pirit into men, might prove 
as effe@tual in driving out adad one. But 
the only ufe of mufic in this cafe was to 
compofe the {pirit of the prophet, which 
had been difturbed by anger, and thereby 
unfitted to receive divine influence and 
infpiration. 

There were feveral occafions, on which 
it is natural to fuppofe, fome mention of 
the dodrine of poffeffions would have 
been made in the Old Teftament, if it 
had been revealed to the ancient pro- 
phets. On this {uppofition, who would 
not expect, in the hiftory of their miracu- 
lous cures, to read of their expelling de- 
mons"? So likewife, when Motes pre- 

™ 2. Kings iii. 15, 
"In Deut, xxviii, God threatens to punifh the 
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{cribed the means of being purified from 
the defilement of natural diforders, is 
it not ftrange, that he appointed no 
method of being cleanfed from. the 
defilement even of a» diabolical poffef- 
fon ? The pagan religion ‘provided many 
rites of purification for thofe who were 
poflefied by demons, the. gods of that 
religion®.: Now, if Mofes knew thefe 
gods to be the devil and his angels, and 
that they pofleffed mankind, would it not 
have been judged necefiary by this pro- 
phet, and-highly defirable by the Ifrael- 
‘ites, that ome rites of purification fhould 
be appointed for thofe who were inhabited 
by fuchimpure infernal {pirits? Is nota 


Ifraelites, in cafe they difobeyed his laws, as with 
other evils, fo with various difeafes, and particular- 
ly with madnefs, (v.28) the.very. difeafe. ufually 
imputed to the poffeflion of demons. Neverthelefs, 
there is no intimation here given of the exiftence 
and power of-fuch evil fpirits, much as it. would 
have been to the purpofe of Mofes to have made 
mention of them. 


®’See Hippocrates de Morbo Sacro, 
dia- 


ot 
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diabolical pofieflion more contaminating 
than the /epro/y, and other merely corporeal 
diforders? Neverthelefs, though many 
rites and facrifices were appointed, in 
order to cleanfe perfons from the latter, 
not the leaft notice is taken of the former. 

It is more extraordinary ftill, that the 


Old Teftament prophets, though they” gi, 


foretel the peculiar glories of the Mef- 
fiah, defcribe thofe extraordinary gifts of 
the fpirit which he beftowed upon his 
followers, and the miracles which he him- 
felf performed ; though they fpecify his 
other fupernatural cures, his giving fight 
to the blind, hearing to the deaf, {peech 
tothe dumb, feet to the lame, and health 
to the difeafed ’, have taken no notice of 
_ what is fuppofed to be one of the chief 
glories of the Mefiiah, and more extraor- 
dinary than any miraculous cure of mere 
bodily diforders, his ejecting demons, 
and enabling his followers to do the fame. 


PUA xxix. 18, xxuves, 6. lit 4. 
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The proper inference from hence feems 
to be, that what is called the. ejection of 
‘demons is the cure of a natural diforder, 
and is included in Chrift’s reftoring the 
difeafed to health; efpecially as our Sa- 
viour, when applying to himfelf the pro- 
phecies concerning his miracles3, doth not 
fpecify the ejection of demons, though, 
at that very time, he cured many of evil 
_ fprrits'. Accordingly, we find in faé, that 
the evangelifts’ have included reputed 
poffeffions under thofe natural maladies, 
which the prophets foretold Chrift fhould 
heal. Were there any thing fupernatu- 
ral in what is called poffeffion, would the 
prophets of God have been infpired to_ 


9 Matt, x1. 4,5. 
* Luke Viljeaie 
{ They brought unto him many that were poffeffed 
with demons, and be caft out the [ptrits with his word, 
and healed all that were fick; that it might be ful= 
filled which was fpoken by Efaias the prophet, (chap, 
liti. 4.) Himfelf took our infirmities, and bare our fick- 
neffes, Matt, viii 16, 17- See above, fect. iv. p. 
64, &c. 
fore- 
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foretel the Meffiah’s cure of natural dif- 
orders, and not of thofe which were fu- 
pernatural? Be this, however, as it will, 
it muft be allowed, that the Old Tefta- 
ment is /#/ent on the fubje& of poflefiions, 
and cannot be employed to eftablifh their 
reality. 

With regard to the spi dine of the 
New Teftament, it muft, I apprehend, 
likewife be allowed, that they were not 
the original authors of the doctrine of pof- 
feffions. In Chaldea, in Egypt, in Greece, 
and all other countries, the doGrine of 
demons generally prevailed from the ear-= 
lieft ages’, From the Gentiles, it was 


t The magi amongft the Chaldeans taught, that . 
the air was full of fpectres, sidwAwy wAnon eivos Tov 
oper. Diogen. Laert. Proem. fegm. 7. From Dio- 
dorus Siculus (lib, i, p. 12. ed, Rhodomani), it 
appears, that the doctrine of demons was en- 
tertained in Egypt. Pythagoras maintained, that 
the air was full of fouls, and that thefe were 
what were deemed to be demons and heroes, “suas 
waila rev apa Wucyaw Eumdecow nas TeT¥s, Duljnovas TE 
xxi npwas vouicerbas, Diog. Laert, Pythag, lib. 

N 2 de- 
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derived to the Jews, not at Babylon only, 
but in every other place of their difper- 
fion, and even in Judeaitfelf. We need 
no other proof than the New Teftament, 
that the doctrine of demons, and (what 
was grounded upon it) that of demoniacal 
pofleflions, were common both amoneft 
Jews and Gentiles, in our Saviour’s time; 
as was thewn above. Indeed, both the 
language and fentiments of mankind con- 
cerning poffeflions, were formed long 
before our Saviour’s appearance in the 
world. Nor can any thing argue a greater 
ignorance of antiquity, than to treat this 
doctrine as one of the peculiar difcoveries 


of the Gofpel of Chrift. Whether the 


viii, § 31, Thales (Id, lib. 3. §. 27.) Pythagoras 
(Id. lib. viii, § 32.) Heraclitus (Id. lib. ix. § 7.) 
Plato and the Stoics taught, that all things were full 
of demons, (Plat. Conviv. p. 1194. Vlutarch de 
Placit. Philof, lib. i. cap. 8.) See alfo Varro 
apud Auguft, de Civ. Dei, lib. vii, cap 6. 
' P, 139. See alfo Matt, xii. 27, Adts xix. 13, 
IQ. 
doc- 
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doctrine be true or falfe, it doth not ap- 
pear to have been originally founded on 
revelation. We may, without fear of 
being contradicted by the records of anti~ © 
quity, pronounce it to be the invention of 
human imagination. Indeed, at firft fight, | 
it clearly appears to be the genuine off= — 
{pring of pagan fuperftition. 

Some, however, may be ready to object, 
that though the doctrine of poffeffions 
was not firft introduced by Chrift or his 
apoftles ; yet that it received the fanétion 
of theirauthority. Tothofe who raife this 
objection, we are not back ward to make the 
following conceffion, ‘* That our Saviour 
in performing, and the evangelifts in re- 
cording, the cure of demoniacs, do ufe 
thofe modes of expreffion, which were 
common in the age and country in which 
they lived.” It will be our bufinefs, in 
the fequel", to fhew, that they did not 
hereby give their fanétion to the hypothe- 


Chap, IT. fect. iii, 
M4 fis 


\ 
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fis concerning demons, on which thofe 


modes of expreflion were originally built. | 
In this place, I would only obferve, that 


when they are profeffedly ftating and ex- 
plaining the Chriftian revelation, they 


never affert the reality of demoniacal pof- 
 feflions, or reprefent it as a part of that 


doctrine which they were immediately 
inftructed and:commiflioned by heaven to 
publifh and confirm. This is a fa& 
which cannot be denied; nor can it be 
accounted for-on any other fuppofition, 
than that the doctrine of poffeflions made 
no part of that revelation which they 
received from God. This dodtrine is not 
only unfupported by revelation, but con- 
tradicted by it. For, 

IL, It is inconfiftent with the funda- 
mental principle both of the Jewith and 
Chriftian difpenfations, with the proper 
evidence of miracles in general, and with 
the nature of that miracle in particular, 
which was performed upon demoniacs. 


The 
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The grand principle which runs through 
_ the whole Jewith difpenfation, is”, that 
- Jehovah is the one true God, that he is 
fole Creator and Sovereign of the world, 
which he governs by fixed and invariable 
laws, and that no fuperior beings what- 
ever, befides God, are able to controul 
thofe laws, or that courfe and order of 
events, which he eftablifhed. Accord- 
ingly, the Old Teftament refers to the 
immediate and miraculous agency of God 
alone, all thofe effects which are con- 
trary to that order. The Chriftian dif- 
penfation proceeds upon the fame prin- 
ciple ; and farther teaches, that as there 
is but one God, fo there is but one me- 
_ diator* between God and man, to whom 
any power or authority over mankind is 
delegated, and who, indeed, hath all 
power, both in heaven and earth, given 
unto him. Now, if there be no 
fovereign of nature but God, and no 

z Differtation on Mir, chap. wi, fect. §. 

. Id, fed. 6. p. 404, 

N 4 me- 
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mediator between God and man but 
Chrift ; there can be no other fuperior 
intelligences, who have any power over 
the laws of nature, or over the human 
fyftem in particular. Indeed, there could 
be no law of nature, no fixed conftitution 
of things, either refpecting the world 
in general, or the human fy{tem in parti- 
cular, if the order of that conftitution 
might be difturbed at the pleafure of ma- 
lignant {pirits. 

With regard to the evidence of the 
Jewith and Chriftian revelations, it arifes 
from the miraculous teftimony borne to 
them by God. And whoever confiders 
the true nature of miracles, (under which 
denomination we are to include all effects 
produced in the fyftem of nature, contra- 
ry to the general rules by which it is go- 
verned) and the ufe which the Scripture 
makes of them, urging them as abfolute 
proofs of the fole dominion of Jehovah 
over univerfal nature’, and of the divinity 


Y Differt, on Mir, chap. iii, fe&. 5, 
of 
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of the miffion and doétrine of his pro= 
phets*; whoever duly confiders thefe 
things, will naturally infer from them the 
utter impotence of demons, to produce 
any effects in any part of the fyftem of 
nature, contrary to that order which God 
hath eftablifhed in it. For fuch effects, | 
could they be produced by demons, would 
not be, what the Scripture reprefents 
them, decifive, infallible tefts of a divine 
interpofition. But I forbear to purfue 
this argument any farther in this place, 
as there will be occafion to refume it in 
the fequel*, when we {hall point out fome 
particular miracles, whofe credit and au- 
thority neceflarily fuppofe the utter inabi- 
lity of demons to poffefs mankind, in the 
manner they are commonly faid to do. 

I fhall only obferve here, that the very 
miracles performed upon thofe who were 
called demoniacs, ferve to fhew that they 
were not really pofleffed. Thofe, indeed, 
who affert, that there were real demo- 
* Diflert, on Mir, chap. iii, fect, 6, * Chap. iit. 

| niacs 
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niacs in the age of Chrift, triumph in the 
miracles performed upon them, as highly 
ufeful to demonftrate the inferiority of 
evil demons to that beneficent Power 
which rules the univerfe, and their fub- 
jection to the Son of God. But the Gen- 
tiles themfelves never confidered demons 
as rivals of the fupreme Divinity, but ra- 
ther fuppofed they derived their power 
and authority from the celeftial gods, 
and acted in fubferviency to their de- 
defigns*. From the evangelic hiftory 
itfelf, it appears, that the Jews thought 
Beelzebub able to controul all other 
demons as his fubjects, and to expel 
them from the bodies of men. What 
good end then could be anfwered by 
proving, what Gentiles and Jews were 
ready to acknowledge, that demons were 
inferior to the fupreme numen; and that 

2 See Plato in Sympof. p. 202, tom. iii, ed, Ser- 
rani, Apuleius {De Deo Socratis, p. 675, ed. 
Delph.) fays, Cunéta cceleftium voluntate nut- 


mine et auctoritate, fed demonum obfequio et 
opera & minifterio fieri arbitrandum eft, 
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Chrift had equal power with Beelzebub? 
Can we difparage that great miracle, the 
cure of demoniacs, in a more effectual 
manner, than byreprefenting itas wrought 
with fuch intentions as thefe ? 

It was performed with the fame gene- 
ral defign as all the other miracles of the 
Gofpel ; and it feems to me to contain 
in its own nature, a proof peculiar to it- 
felf of the abfolute nullity of demons, and 
thereby a confutation of the doctrine of 
pofieffions. If demons pofflefs mankind, 
they mutt do it either by their own za- 
tural power, or by a power /upernatural 
and miraculous, occafionally imparted to 
them by God for that purpofe. That 
they do not poffefs mankind by a miracu- 
lous and divine power, feems evident from 
hence, that, inthis cafe, the Deity muft 
contradict himfelf, and counteraé@ his own 
power in cafting them out. Nor is it 
reafonable to fuppofe, that demons have 
a natural power of pofieffing mankind. It 

mult 
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muft- here be remembered, that reputed 
demoniacs, when they were cured by 
Chrift, were reftored to a perfect and per- 
manent ftate of fanity. Now, if demons 
havea natural power of entering the bo- 
dies of mankind, why did they not return 
to thofe bodies from which they were 
ejected ? Wasa return to them more dif- 
ficult than their entrance into them at 
firft ? If you affirm, that they were per- 
petually reftrained by God from exercifing 
their natural power of re-entering the 
bodies from which they had been ex- 
pelled; you affirm more than you can 
fupport by any pofitive proof, and what is 
in itfelf very improbable ; for demons 
cannot be reftrained from ufing their na- 
tural powers without a mracle, a perpe- 
tual miracle. Now doth reafon, or doth 
revelation warrant the expectation of fuch 
an extraordinary and continued interpo- 
fition of the divine power in any cafe? Is 
it credible that God fhould beftow and 
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continue powers to any of his creatures, 
which he always, of almoft always, re+ 
ftrainsthem from ufing? The only juft 
inference, therefore, that can bé drawh 
from the perfect and lafting cure of a re- 
puted demoniac, is, that demons had ne= 
ver poffefied him, and that the diforder 
imputed to their poffeffion was a natural 
one. We will not take any farther pains 
to thew how certainly the impotence of 
demons may be zferred from the leading 
principle of revelation, and the proofs by 
which it was eftablithed. For, 

III. All the prophets of God, in every 
age, when profeffedly delivering their 
divine mefiages to mankind, have with 
one voice proclaimed the utter impotence 
of demons ; and hereby entirely fubvert- 
ed the doctrine of demoniacal poffeffions. 

itis, I apprehend, a point, in which 
all are agreed, and which is capable of the 
cleareft proof, that by demons in Scrip- 
ture, we are to underftand the heathen 


deities. 
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deities. It is the name by which thofe 
deities, fuch of them efpecially as were 
the more immediate objects, of public 
worfhip, are defcribed by the Heathens 
themfelves’. By this name they are de- 
{cribed in the Septuagint verfion of the 
Old Teftament*. In {till later writings 
of the Jews, the Apocrypha, they are 
called by the fame name‘; and the New 
Teftament affirms, that the heathens /a- 
crificed to demons*. With re{pect to Beel- 
zebub, the prince of demons, in particu- 
Jar, it hath been fhewn already *, that he 
was the god of Ekron. It is till, how- 
ever, 2 matter in difpute, whether the 
heathen gods or demons were confidered 
by the facred writers as the {pirits of dei- 
fied men and women, or as apoftate angels. 
If you allow, that the Scripture reprefents 

b Differt. on Mir. chap. iii. fe&. 2, and Wol- 
fius on Acts xvii, 18. p. 1253. 

* Deut: "exii, 17. PL. xevie6, Pf, ‘evi. "37. 

¢ Baruch iv, 7. 

1 Cor. x, 20, 21, compared with ver, 19, 7. 14, 


*® See above, p. 31. 
them 
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them as fuch dead men and women as 
fuperftition deified, you mut allow that 
the Scripture hath overturned the doc- 
trine of poffeffions, by giving us fuch an 
account of the ftate of the dead, as can 
never be reconciled with the fuppofition 
of their having power over the bodies of 
the living’. ‘If, on the other hand, you 
maintain, that demons are not of human 
origin, we lofe, indeed, one argument 
againft pofleflions, with which the Scrip- 
ture fupplies us; but it is an argument 
that, however conclufive, is not wanted. 
For, whoever the heathen demons or 
deities were, whether Auman or angelic 
fpirits, they are all, without exception, 
branded in Scripture as being utterly void 
of all power to do either good or evil to 
mankind. Very many paffages to this 
purpofe, both from the Old and New 
Teftament, have been produced in a for- 
mer publication ®; and for this reafon are 
f Differt. on Mir, nen 


® Id. p, 233, &c. 
| here 
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here omitted. So very clear and deter- 
minate is the language of Scripture on 
this point, that all the wit, and learning, 
and zeal of thofe who contend for the 
reality of the poffeflions and prodigies 
afcribed to the heathen gods, have not yet 

een able to devife any method of evad= 
ing the argument again(t their power, 
drawn from the Scripture reprefentation 
of them, but by fuppofing, that, though 
the heathen gods themfelves were mere 
nullities, yet powerful evil {pirits perfo- 
nated them, and performed in their names _ 
thofe very things which the Heathens 
afcribed to their gods; and that, in reali- 
ty, thefe evil {pirits were the. gods they 
worthipped. How groundlefs and abfurd, 
as well as how-reproachful to the pro- 
phets of God, this fuppofition is, we have 
elfewhere fhewn +. 

That I may not repeat what occurs 

there, with refpect to the Scripture idea 
of the heathen gods or demons, I will 


» Differt, on Mir, p. 240, 
here 
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here only examine the account given of 
them in St. Paul’s firft epiftle to the Co- 
rinthians. In their heathen flate, as the 
apoiitle reminds them, they had worfhip- 
ped dumb idols*. Upon their embracing: 
the Gofpel, moft* of them were fo per- 
_ fectly convinced of the abfolute nullity of 
all their former gods, that they pleaded 
this as an excufe for affifting at feftivals 
in their honour. To thefe perfons, St. \. 
Paul thus addreffles himfelf: We know es 
that an idol is nothing in the world; and 
that there is none other God but one. 
Strong prejudices, aided by great parts, 
having prevented many from difcerning 
_ the meaning of this plain paffage, it will 
be neceffary to examine it with fome at- 
tention. It may be obferved, 


7 J Cor. Xii. 2. 


4 Cor. viii, 1. We know that we ALL have 
knowledge. wavlesy i, €, pars maxima noftrum, 
Grot. 


8 a. Cor cvilloigs 
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1. That by an idol, we are- here to — 
underftand a heathen demon or deity, and 
not (as fome apprehend) the mere 7mage, 
or ftatue, which reprefented him, The 
image or ftatue, abftractedly confidered, 
was regarded by all Heathens, no lefs 7 
than by all Chriftians, as a mere mafs of 
fenfelefs matter: what diftinguifhed the 
latter from the former was, a belief of 
the nullity of the deities themfelves. In- 
deed, the original word, which we render 
idol’, and which fignifies an image or re- 
prefentation of things in the mind, is very 
frequently applied by the Greeks (to — 
whom St. Paulis here writing) to ghofts 
or /pectres, which were fuppofed to ap- 


pear in the likenefs, or tobe animageand =~ 


reprefentation of their former bodies ®. 
Hence they employed this term to de- 


F Ewarov, . 
& The reader may find ample proofs. of this 
point in Le Clerc and Elfner, on 1 Cor, viii. 4. 
in the latter writer efpecially, See alfo Wolfius in 
loc, 


{cribe — 
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fcribe their demons’, who were the ghofts 
or images of dead men. Regarding their: 
gods as deified human ghofts, they call 
them indifferently zdo/s and demons‘. By. 
the Jews alfo, as appears from the Septua- 
gint tranflation of the Old Teftament, 
thefe two words are ufed as equivalent *. 


h Philoftratus, in giving an account of the de- 
moniac, on whofe behalf his mother applied. for 
relief to the Indian fages, fays, that the demon de- 
clared, he was sidwaov avdgos. the ghoff of a man, 
And the letter written to this demon, to drive him 
away from the demoniac, runs thus: 7 émisoan weos 
+0 sidwaov, Epiftola ad Spectrum, Vit. Apollonii, lib. 
‘iil, cap. 38. p.128. In another place (lib. iv. cap, 
20. p.157.) daiwwv and sidwaov are ufed as equiva- 
lent terms, in reference to a perfon poffefled, 0 das- 
powy sravves ce.—Dovas nPier 10 eidwrov 
1 BidwaAa your sikoTws AUTES, Hab datmovas UIAELS au- 
\roi uewAnnare. Merito igitar vos ipfi idola & dae. 
monas eos vocatis, Clemens Alexandr. Cohort, ad 
Gent, p. 49. ed. Potteri, 
BL His appears by comparing Pi. xcvi, ac? wave 
wes 0s Seot trav eOvav dreaypauie with 1 Chron xvi. 265 
wavres ob Seos rav Mvav eidwac. In Deut. xxxii, is 
(which will be cited at large below) the heathen 
gods are called demons, and in the 2ift verfe, they 
are called zdo/s, 


O2 That 
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That St. Paul, by an zdol, muft here 
mean a heathen-demon or deity, appears 
not only from the ordinary fignification 
of the word, but alfo from his oppofing 
the idol to the ¢rwe God, and inferring the 
nullity of the idol from there being but 
one God'. What in one place he calls 
idols, he in other places calls gods, lords, 
and demons*. Thefe are the fubje& of 
the apoftle’s difcourfe ; and there is no 
pertinence or propriety in any thing he 
advances concerning idols, if you do not 
underftand thereby the demons or deities 
of the Gentiles. His whole, argument 
relates to things offered in facrifice unto 
idols °. Could he then by idols mean mere 
{tatues ? Was it not to their demons or 


‘1 Cor, viii. 4, 5, 6. In like manner, he oppofes 


idols (falfe gods) to the true God, 2 Cor. vi, 16. 
What agreement hath the temple of God with idols ? 
that is, with demons or falfe gods, worfhipped by 
the Heathens, 
er Cor. vile §. 
Bat WeOr. Xk, 20. 
° 1 Cor, viii. 4. 


gods 
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gods that the Heathens offered facrifice ?. 
Doth not the apoftie himfelf fay, they /a- 
crificed to demons’? Could he then mean 
any thing different from thefe by idols? 
The following paflage deferves particular: 
confideration : If any man fee thee which 
haft knowledge fit at meat in THE IDOLS | 
TEMPLE, fhall not the. confctence of thine 
that 1s weak be emboldened to eat thofe things 
which are offered to idols‘? It feems im- 
poffible to reconcile St. Paul either with 
—himfelf, or with common fenfe, if he ‘be 
not here {peaking of the temple and {a- 
crifices of the heathen gods. It may be 
added, that the apoftle fuppofes, that a 
Chriftian whofe faith in the Gofpel was 
not eftablifthed, might, wth confctence of 
the idol, eat of the facrifice as a thing offer- 
ed unto an-tdol*: he l\ikewife fuppofes, 
that a Heathen might fay, This is offered 
in facrifice to idols‘, Now, had. the 


I Cor, x. 2.06 4 I Cor, Vill, Io. 


ie ae eee ‘Chap. x, 28. 
| O 3 Chriftian 
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Chriftian any reverence for what he knew 
to be mere wood or ftone ? And would 
the Heathen reprefent the object of his 
devotion as nothing but fuch fenfelefs 
matter ? 

For the feveral foregoing reafons, we 
muft by idols here underftand the hea- 
then demons or deities, thofe very deities 
whom the Corinthians had worfhipped 
in their gentile ftate, and whom St. Paul 
himfelf, on other occafions, defcribes un- 
der the fame term“. 

Nothing but the great importance of 
it, could juftify our enlarging upona point 
fo very evident as this. If by -idols the 
apoftle meaned demons, then what he 


t Ye turned from idols, that is, from falfe gods, to 
ferve the living and true God,1 Theff. i. 9. He tells 
the Corinthians, 1°Cor. xii. 2; Ye were carried away 
‘to thefe dumbs idols... Eidwra &Quvx vocat Apoftolus, 
nam vocem quamvis conarentur edere non f poterant, 
Virgilius, lib. vi. v. 492. 
—————Pars tollere vocem 
Exiguam: inceptus clamer fruftratur hiantes, 
El{ner on 1 Cor, vill. 4. 
| affirms 
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affirms concerning the former, muft be 
equally true concerning the latter. And 
itis merely for the fake of avoiding this 
conclufion, that fome have denied the 
principle from which it is drawn, and 
maintained, that, by idols, the apoftle in- 
tended not the heathen demons, but their 
images and {tatues. 

2. The idols or demons here {poken of 
were not devi/s (in the fenfe in which 
that word is now commonly ufed), but 
fuch human fpirits as the Gentiles dei- 
fied. We read, indeed, in the Englith 
tranilation, The things which the Gentiles 
facrifice, they facrifice to devils*. ‘This is 
_ the paflage which is fo frequently urged 
asafull proof, that the heathen deities 
were not the ghofts of dead men, but fpirits 
of a higher order. The argument, how- 
ever, is founded on a falfe tranflation of 
this paffage, which makes not the leaft men- 
tion of devi/s; the word thus rendered being, 


Wee COL. K-20; 


a ae in 
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in the original, quite different from this, 
namely, demons”. Now, how doth it 
appear, that, by demons, the apoftle 
meaned devils? Itis faid to appear from 
hence, that the word demon is fometimes 
ufed in an #/fenfe. Whatthen? Ifthe 
Heathens had evil as well as good de- 
mons, will it follow from: hence, that 
demons were apoftate angels? By no 
means ; as we have fhewn elféwhere *. 
It ‘snot evencertain, that the apoftle ufes 
the word here in a bad fenfe’. This, 

~ Aasovioss. 

x Differt. on Mir. p. 208. 

* Mr. Mede, (p. 636, of his works) feems to 
have thought that demons might betaken in a good 
fenfe, in 1 Cor, x. 21. Noris it any jaft objection 
again{t this opinion, that Porphyry (De Abftinent, 
Nib. ii. § 36, 27, and in the citation by Le Clerc, 
on 1 Cor. x, 20.) and fome other philofophers ufe 
- the word in an ill fenfe, _ For the apoftle is not 
here ftating the opinion of particular philofophers, 
but defcribing the objects of popular worfhip, and 
fpeaking of the notion which the Heathens in ge- 


neral had of them: they facrifice to demons, that is, 
to fpirits whom they regard as real deities, I readily 


how- 


of the New Teftament. 201 


however, is a matter of no importance. 


The queftion is not whether the {pirits 


acknowledge, however, that the Heathens had evil 
as well as good demons; and that the public Wor- 
fhip fuppofed fome of them to be evil. But this is 
far from proving, that thefe demons had not once 
been men and women..-How immoral were the 
characters, and how licentious was the wortfhip, of 
thofe gods that were certainly of human extract, 
fuch as Jupiter, Venus, Bacchus, and many others? 
Ofiris or Serapis was the chief of evil demons; 
Plutarch, p. 362. tom,i1. To thefe there may be 
a reference in 2 Cor. vi, 14, 15, 16, particularly 
in that expreffion, What concord hath Chrif? with Be~ 
ial? The heathen demons might be called Be- 
tial, ‘either becaufe they were of no ufe, or becaufe 
fo much wickednefs entered into the idea which 
the Pagans entertained. of them, Belial ex °?2 
pony nihil,” -et Sy quod in Hiphil notat prodefle ; 
fecundum R.Davidem notans inutilem, According 
toDrufiusinloc. Hominem nequam non male quis 
vocet,. There may be, however, no reference hereto 
the heathen gods at all, whether they were deified 
ghofts ornot; the word Belial being often applied to 
living men ; and it being the general defign of 
the apoftle in ‘this place, to difluade Chriftians 
‘from fuffering themfelves, to be drawn into any 
thing criminal by the Heathens. Vide Grot, in loc. 


here 
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here fpoken of were good or bad; but 
whether they were the {pirits of dead 
men or devils. 

If it can be proved, that demons moft 
ufually denoted amongft the Greeks (to 
whom St. Paul is writing) fuch {pirits as 
are commonly meaned by devils; that 
this alfo is the known fenfe in which St. 
Paul and the reft of the apoftles ufe it in 
allother places ; and that it beft fuits the 
occafion on which it is ufed here: in this 
cafe it muft be allowed, that our tranfla- 
tors had good reafon for making him 
fpeak of devils. But if the very reverfe 
of all th's be true, we fhall be fully jufti- 
‘fied in rejecting their interpretation. 

With regard to the Greeks, it i8 a fad 
not to be difputed, that amongft them 
demons (in whatever fingular fenfe fome 
particular philofophers might ufe it) did, 
-in common language, generally, if not 
univerfally, denote deities ; thofe ‘dei- 
ties whom the Heathens worfhipped, who 

| were 


of the New Teflament. 203 


were not devils, but human: fpirits7. 
From St. Paul’s acquaintance with the 


* In confirmation af what is urged elfewhere 
(Differt, o on Mir. chap. iii, fect..2.) to prove, that 
by demons the Greeks parte deified human 
fpirits, we may add a paflage from Herodotus, 
cited by Raphelius, on 1 Cor..x. 20. Try dt date - 
[uovd. rary Tn Sosor, Aépsor aUTOL Taveos 1Dsyiverav 
riv Ayopiwvovos sivas . Damonem autem hanc cui 
immolant, ipfi Tauri aiunt efle Iphigeniam, Aga- 
memnonis filiam. Stobzeus, (Eclog. lib. i. p.1 28.) 
and Maximus Tyrius, (Diff, xxvit, ed. Oxon, p. 
326.) cited by Ode, p, 185, 186, fpeak of the con= 
verfion of human fouls-into demons, after their 
departure from the body. The fame author ob- 
ferves, that, in the Sibylline Oracles (lib, viii. p, 
684. ed. Gallzi) Rome is reproached with wore 
fhipping — | 

Aaimovas ee vExpay ELdWAG, RALOUTOMs 

Manes ’exanimos, idola mortuorum fepultorum, 
This paflage confirms what was obferved above, 
that idols and demons are equivalent terms, and 
juftifies the ufe made of them by St. Paul. ‘Tatian 
(in Orat. contra Greecos, p. m. 148.) having enu- 
merated many of the heathen gods, and expofed 
their, charaéters, fays, Tosovros tivo siow ob Satnoves 
ouros of Thy sipoxpycvny wpscov. Hujufmodi quidam funt 
dii (damones) qui fatum determinarunt, Eufebius 
{peaks of a temple dedicated aioyna dxinov Adgo~ 


Greek 


a 
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Greek learning, we may.infer, that he 
could not be ignorant of the ordinary 


dvtnc, impuro Veneris numini, De Laudibus Con- 
ftantini, lib, #1, cap. 55. See alfo lib. iii. cap. 26, 
where Venus is called a lafcivious demon, Ode, 
De Angelis, :p. gt. cites thefe paffages, amongft 
many others, tofhew that the fathers of the Chrif- 
tian'church gave the title of demons to the hea- 
then gods. And they prove more than this, viz. 
that they gave this title to thofe gods that were 
known to be of human extrat. The fame author, 
ii the forecited place, fays, chat Eufebius (Vit. 
Conftantini, lib. iti. cap. 56.) calls A fculapius the 
demon of the Cilicians, (tov rav Kidtuwv datpove,) 
though he-himfelf did not allow him to be either ¢ 
demon or a god, (that is, in the fenfe m which he 
was thought fuch by the Cilicians,) but an im- 
poftor, 2 daimwv, sdé ye Secs. TAdvos dé t15 ua. 
By the demon of the Cilictans, Eufebius did not mean 
fEfculapius himfelf, but a fpirit that lurked in his 
temple, and perfonated him. It is evident, how- 
ever, from Eufebius’s denying this fpirit to be a 
- @emon, or deified human ghoft, that the Gentiles 
regarded Af{culapius as fuch. 
[cannot omit a remarkable paffage in Clemens 
Alexandrinus, becaufe it ftrongly confirms the ac- 
count here given of the fenfe in which demons were 
wnderftood by the Greeks, Avrixna of Zumeipor Te 
Rope, AUTH TAS sdpucess ev WoArols TAY tepwy, Kot OBE 


fig- 


of the New Teflament. 205 


fignification of demons amongit the 
Greeks. Nay, it is certain in fact, that 
he did know, that the Greeks. by this 
word expreffed gods taken from amongtt 
men. For after preaching to the Athe- 
nians concerning the refurrection and 


dov wacus tas Sanus rwv xarosyoucvun tvidovouvros 
Suimovas ply ras rerwv Wuyas narsvres, "Spnoxever Vane 
Ot woos avlpdmrwv diddonovres, ws av svoiav Ambicug 
Jia xalapornre te Bix, Ty Seix wpovoix, eis THY avPpd~ 
Tov AeiTEpylavs Tov wepiyesov wepimorey toro. Jam 
vero qui funt eorum doctrine periti, in multis 
templis tanquam deorum ftatuas, omnes fere mor= 
tuorum loculos pofuere, dzemones quidem vocantes 
eorum animas, eas autem coli ab hominibus docen= 
tes, ut que divina providentia propter vite purita- 
tem poteftatem acceperint, ut ad hominum minifte- 
rium locum qui eft circa terram obirent. . The 
temples of the Greeks were the tombs or fepulchres 
of their gods, Hence it is faid of Chriftians, (in 
Minut, Fel. cap. viii. p. 50. ed Davif.) Templa 
ut bufta defpiciunt. And Tertullian (de Spetac. 
cap. xiii,) fays, Dum mortui et dii unum funt, 
utraque idololatria abftinemus, nec minus templa 
quam monumenta defpuimus, Now St. Paul is 
{peaking of thofe gods who had temples erected to 
their honour, and confequently of fuch as were 
dead men, 


glory 
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glory of Jefus Chrift, they reprefented 
him as @ fetter forth of /trange demons”, of 
gods, as our-tranflators have-here rendered 
the word; being themfelves fenfible, that, 
in this place, it mult neceflarily fignify 
deified, men. Now, is it not more likely, 
that St. Paul, in writing to the inhabi- 
tants of Greece, would ufe the word in 
the commonand ordinary fignification of 
it amongft that people, in which he knew 
they ufed it, and would underftand him 
in ufing it ; than that he fhould, with- 
out giving any notice, aflign it a different 
meaning, to which they were not accuf- 
tomed ° 

We are next to inquire, whether it was 
well known to Chriftians, not excepting 
thofe newly converted to the faith, that 
demons denoted devils, when ufed by Sf, 
Paul and the refi of the apofiles. What a 


late writer‘ hath copied from others, 


” Aéts xvii, 18, 22. Differt. on Mir. p. 203. 
* Bp. Warburton, Serm, vol, ii. p. 70, note (z). 


hath 
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hath been advanced fo long and fo often, 
that it feems to have obtained general 
credit, viz. that whatever notion the 
Gentiles had of demons, ¢he facred writers 
never ufe the word, (and they ufe it often) 
but they always mean Satan and his angels. 
It was not merely by the Gentiles, but by 
the Jews alfo, and (as we fhall fhew in the 
fequel) particularly by the authors of the 
Septuagint verfion of the Old Teftament, 
| (which is fo often followed by the writers 
of the New) that demon is employed to 
defcribe a human fpirit. This alone is 

fufficient to perfuade an unprejudiced | 
mind, that the New Teftament writers ufe 
the word in the fame fenfe; till {ome proof 
of the contrary be produced, none having 
yet been offered. The Scripture {peaks 
of no more than one devil, and never 
confounds him with demons‘. For the 
fuller fatisfaction of the reader, we will 
take notice of all the occafions on which 


“ See above, p. 12. 
this 
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this word is ufed in the New Teftament. 
It occurs there above fifty times in refe- 
rence to poffeflions ; and we have fhewn 
above‘, that when ufed in this connec- 
tion, whether by the facred writers or 
others, it conftantly denotes a human 
ghoft. On other occafions it occurs more 
rarely. I will fet down all the places in 
which we meet with it, when it hath no 
direct reference to poffefflions, and in their 
proper order. 1. WhenSt. Paul, in his ad- 
drefs to the Athenians", calls them very 
devout towards demons *, or the gods, could 
he defign to brand them as worfhippers 

EN nee geee tee ee 

¥ Acts xvii. 22. 

© Assoidasmovesépss. See Mede’s Apoftacy of the 
latter Times. Asicidaimwv, though it be often 
ufed to defcribe a perfon that is f/uper/titious, doth 
alfo often mean one that is religious and devout, and 
is oppofed to the parcus deorum cultor, fpoken of 
in Horace. Assridasmovia is alfo frequently put for 
religion, and is ufed in a good fenfe, not only by the 
Heathens (fee Budzus), but alfo by the Jews who 
fpoke the Greek language. See Jofeph. Ant. lib,. 
x. cap. 3. § 2. and other places cited by Krebfius, ~ 
in his Obfervat. in Nov. Teft. e Jofepho, p. 232. 

of 
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of devils? Would a perfon of his polites 
ne{s, and who always ftudied a refpectful 
and engaging addrefs, open his difcourfe at 
Athens in {fo fhocking a manner"? Be- 
fides, he could not affirm with truth, 
that the Athenians were worfhippers of 
devils. Nor would the Athenians under- 
fiand him as ufing the word in this fenfe, 
it being, as he well knew, very different 
from theirs, when they reprefented him as 
a fetter forth of firange demons*,—2. The 
next place in which we meet with this 
word, is in the paflage in queftion ‘, where, 
as we fhall thew when we come to confi- 
der its {cope ahd connection, it mutt fig- 
nify the heathen deities, that is, dead 
men.—3. St. Paul, in his Epiftle to Ti- 
mothy, when foretelling the apoftacy of 
fome profeffing Chriftians from the purity . 
of the original faith, amoneft feveral other 
inftances, fpecifies this very remarkable 


» See Dr. Lardner’s Credibility, vol.1. p. 253, 2d: ed, 
* Ads xvii. 18, See above, p. 2064 

¥ 3 Got.®.,. 26. ene 
ae Oem P ons 
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one, their giving heed to doctrines (not of 
devils, but) concerning demons*. The 
apoftle here muft refer to the worthip of 
faints, practifed by idolatrous Chriftians, 
as we have fhewn elfewhere'. This is 
allowed by the moft learned and judicious 
interpreters amongft proteftants, and is 
afferted even by that celebrated author”, 
who fo pofitively declares, in exprefs 
contradi@ion to himfelf, «* the facred 


poe 


writers never ule the word demons but — 


they always mean Satan and his angels.” 
This paffage is the more remarkable, as 
it fhews how this word was ufed by St. 
Paul ; and that he thereby did not mean 
devils, but beatified or deified human 
fpirits. Now, is not St. Paul the beft in- 
terpreter of himfelf? If he be, ought we 
not to explain the word-in his Epiftle to 


¥y Tim, ‘iv r. 

Y Differt. on Mir. ps 1675204. 

" Bp. Warburton, after citing this prophecy, 
adds, In which words, the Holy Spirit graphically. de- 
faribes the worfbip of SAINTS, Serm. Vol, iii, p. 302+ 

the 
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the Corinthians, in a fenfe conformable 
to that which it is allowed to bear in his 
Epiftle to Timothy ; efpecially as it is no 
where elfe to be found in all his writings, 
but in the places here noticed t=4. St. 
James fays, Lhe devils (in the original, the 
demons") believe and tremble. 1 do not res 
member to have feen it obferved by any 
writer, (and therefore I fubmit the ob- 
fervation entirely to the judgment of 
others,) that this paflage is taken from 
one inthe book of Job’, which we un- 
happily render, Dead things are formed 
from under the waters, and the inhabitants 
thereof; but which may more properly be 
tranflated, The giants’ tremble under the 
ibs W's Sack n0Vbae» Jam. li. 19. 
Reap. NEVI, & 
PEND I, the rephaim. This word fometimes 
fignifies the gho/ts of the dead in general, Wilt thou 
foew wonders to (methim) the dead? Shall the dead 
(rephaim, ghefts) arife and praife thee? Pf, Ixxxviit, 
10. When Ifaiah is foretelling the deftrudtion of 
the oppreflors of God’s church, he {peaks of it as 
a thing already accomplifhed in the following terms, 
Fo waters, 


“at 

: bas 
. ae ae 
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waters’, (or ia the abyfs,) together with 


They are dead ; they fhall not live; they are deceafed 
(rephaim, ghofis) ; they foall not rife, chap. xxvi. 14, 
In the following paflages, it feems to denote the 
ghofts of wicked men in particular, who are in a 
ftate of perdition ; and more efpecially, perhaps, 
thofe of the giants, who perifhed by the flood, and 
fuch as like them filled the earth with violence and 
terror, In Prov. ii. 18, we read, that the houfe of 
the adulterefs inclineth unto death, and her paths unto 
(rephaim) the giants; that-is, to the wretched fo- 
ciety. of thofe rebellious fpirits. who corrupted the 
old world. And, in chap. ix, 18, it is faid of the 
perfon that frequents her houfe, He knoweth not that 
the dead (rephaim, the giants) are there, and that her 
guefis are in the depths of hell; he doth not, confider 
that lewd and vicious courfes fink men into the very 
bottom of the infernal region, to keep company with 
the apoftate giants. Again, we are warned by So- 
Tomon, Prov. xxi, 16. Zhe man that wander eth out 
of the way of underfianding, fhall remain in the congre- 
gation of (rephaim) giants; he fhall be confined to 
the company of thofe great apoftates from virtue, 
who, for their licentioufnefs, were {wept away with 
a deluge. See Mr., Mede’s Difc. on this text 
(Works, p, 31.) The prophet Ifaiah, (chap. xiv. 
9.) when foretelling the deftruction of Babylon, 
reprefents the infernal regions as being in great 
commotion at the approach of its monarch: Hell 

: their 
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their hoft 5 of fellow-inhabitants, Job is 


aoe Bienes is moved for thee, to meet thee at thy 
coming ; it ftirreth up the dead ( ‘thd rephaim, or giants) 
for thee; even all the chief ones of the earth : it hath 
raifed up from their thrones all the kings of the nations. 
Compare Ezek, xxxii, 18, 21. Rephaim properly 
fionifies giants, in Gen, xiv. 5. Deut. ii. 11, 20. tii. 
bie Jofhs Oy © Se xvevs 7 5 z+ 2*Sam. *xxi.~ 16, 28; 
20, 22. I Chron. xx. 4,6, 8. In the paflage from 
Job now before us, itis explained concerning giants, 
that is, their ghofts, in the Chaldee Paraphrafe, the 
Septuagint, the Latin Vulgate, and many modern 
yerfions. | 
4 2M, which the learned Schultens here 
renders intremifcunt, and the Latin Vulgate gemunt. 
Our Englifh tranflation, renders the fame verb to 
fear, 1 Chron, xvi, 30. to fhake, Pf., xxix. 8. to 
tremble, Pf, cxiv.7.. Pf. xevii. 4, Jerem: v. 22. 
Hab. iii. ro. and often to grieve and be in angui/D. 
" Under the waters. Mr. Peters, in his excellent 
‘Differtation on Job, (p. 259. ) and others, fuppofe, 
_ that Job here refers to the waters. with which the 
giants were overwhelmed at the flood, Compare 
Mede, p. 31, &c. But the ingenious Mr. Scott, 
in bis judicious notes on this paflage, obferves from 
Windet, De Vita Fundtorum Statu, p. 243. > that 
the. Jewifh rabbis placed gehenna under thofe 


waters, which they fuppofed to be lower than the 
earth, © 


ae | here 
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here celebrating the dominion of God 
over the manfions of the dead ; and he 
affirms, that the gzan¢s, the fouls of thofe 
mighty men, who were fuch a terror to 
the old world, and perithed by the deluge, 
do now tremble in the infernal regions, 
together with thofe who were once their 
cotemporaries on earth, or that now in- 
habit the fame manfions*. That the Jews 


{ Hof, The original word was thus underftood 
by the Chaldee Paraphraft. It rather denotes either 
their inhabitants, or their neighbours and fellows. 
But it is immaterial to determine, whether it refers 
to thofe wicked men who dwelled on the earth at 
the fame time with the giants, (as fome explain the 
word;) or (as others) to thofe who have been fince 
gathered to their aflembly. 

* The explication given above of the text in 
queftion agrees well with the fucceeding verfe: 
Fell 1s naked before him, and deftruction hath no cover- 
ing. Job xxvi. 6. Is not this explication alfo more 
agreeable to the defign of Job, which was to extol 
the unlimitted power of the Divine Being, than 
that given by the Septuagint, the Targum, and 
fome learned moderns, which feems to fet limits to 
that power? Can the giants be born or brought forth 
again from under the waters ? 


thought 


JF a 
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thought that Job here referred to wicked 
ghofts, to the ghofts efpecially of the an- 
cient giants, clearly appears from the 
Chaldee Paraphrafe', and from the Sep- 
tuagint*. The words, however, may be 
underftood in a more general fenfe to the 
following effect: ‘* The departed fouls 
of the wicked tremble in the lowef fheol*, 
even all the inhabitants of thofe gloomy 
manfions’.”” Now the demons of St. 
James anfwer to thefe departed fouls in 
Job, whether you underftand thereby the 
ghofts of the wicked in general, or thofe 
of the antediluvian giants in particular. 
For demons denoted the ghofts of wicked 


a N/V, Compare Gen. xv. a0, in Hebrew, 
with the Targum. 

" Tiyavtes. Symmachus renders it, Seopsctyor, 

* The expreflion in Job, under the waters, an- 
{wers to the lowe/? bell, or sheol, in Deut, xxxii, 22. 
See Peters on Job, fect. 8. and Windet, p.204. And 
though rephaim, as we have feen, fometimes fignifies 
ghofts in general, yet itis evident, that Job is {peaking 
of that part of fheol which is allotted to wicked fouls. 

” Compare Schultens on Job, p. 708. 
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men’, of fuch efpecially as fuffered a vio- 
lent death *, ‘and .particularly: thofe de- 
ftroyed by the flood, who were confidered 
as the worft kind of demons*. So that 
the apoftle feems only to have tranflated 
this paflage of Job; when he faid, The de- 
mons tremble.’ As to the additional ‘cir- 
cumftance of their believing; mentioned in 
the tranflation, it is clearly implied in 
the original; adread of God's juftice being 
inconfiftent with a difbelief of his exift- 
‘ence. I add; that St. James doth not 
appear to be delivering any new doGrine 
‘concerning ‘demons in ‘this* place, but 
‘rather to be arguing with the perfons to 
whom he writes, upon their own princi- 


* Demons bore. this meaning amoneft the Jews, 
‘See Jofephus as cited above, p. 42. and Differt. on 
Mir. p, 208, | : 
. ? Differt. on Mir. p 209, 229) 

> AL Tap pip avloy duyei, Ob wep TOV HOT LOv fio 
_wAnviapevoy deysqvee. Athenag. Apol. p. 28. B. 
‘Tertullian fays, (Apol. cap, xxii.) De angelis qui- 
_bufdam (he is fpeaking of the fons of God in Gen. 
Vie 2.) corruptior gens demonum evaferit. 


ples, 
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ples, or appealing to a fact that they, would 
not difpute, becaufe eftablifhed upon the 
authority of the. Old Teftament: Thou 
 believeft that there 1s one. God,: and fo far 
thou dof well: but this faith alone 1s not 
f{ufficient ; ‘for the demons alfo beheve and 
tremble. In reafonin g with Jews, or with 
Jewifh converts, what: was more natural 
than to, employ .a principle allowed by 
themfelves*,. and contained in their own 
Scriptures ? | Tt is the more reafonable to 
_fuppofe that the. text in queftion is bor- 
rowed from thefe writings, as the 1 imme- 
diately {ucceeding arguments, from the 
cafe of Abraham and of. Rahab, ate cer- 
‘tainly drawn from thence. If. the ‘fore- 
Ean obfervations are jut, this patfage i is 
_a.clear proof that by demons in the New 


; Teftament, We are fometimes. to under- 


_ That the anejent Jews underftood the forecited 
paflage from Job, fo far as St. James employs it, in 
Hii fame fenfe that he did (as well as in what feems 
to me to be the true fenfe, ) appears from the Chaldee 
Paraphrafe, which may be thus literally: rendered ; 
Can the giants that tremble, &c, 


ftand 
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ftand the ghofts of dead men.—5. It can 
bear no other meaning in that prophecy 
of St. John *, The reff of the men, which 
were not killed by thefe plagues, yet repented 
not of the works of their hands, that they 
foould not worfhip demons“, and idols of gold 
and filver. This pafflage refers to the 
idolatries practifed in the Roman church, 
which confifts in the worfhip of departed 
faints and fenfelefs idols, not of devils, as 
this word is now underftood.—6. In the 
fequel of the Revelation of St. John, he 
had a prophetic vifion of the /pirits of de- 
‘mons working miracles*, which, as was ob- 
ferved above fT, fome refer to the miracles 
pretended to be wrought by departed 
faints, and in fupport of their worfhip. 
Or, according to the genius of this pro- 
phecy, the /pirits of demons working mira- 
cles may be a fymbol or figurative repre- 
fentation of the deceit and fraud pradtifed 
by men of the temper and /pirit of de- 
* Rev, ix, 20. “Ta darmovic, 


® Rev, xvi. 14. + P. 46, 
HONS 
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mons, in fupporting their claims to a mi- 
raculous power. — Once more, 7. The 


utter defolation of Babylon is thus de- 


{cribed in this book, J¢ zs become the habi- 
tation of demons®. The démons who 
were thought to haunt defolate places, 
were fuch as were believed to poflefs 
mankind‘, and confequently were hu- 


man fpirits. From this diftinct examina- 


tion of all the occafions on which demons 
occur in the New Teftament, we may, I 
prefume, fafely conclude, that it never 
means the devil and his angels there; 


leaft of all in the writings of St. Paul. 


On the contrary, there is as much evi- 
dence as the nature of the cafe admits, 
that both he and the other apoftles by 
demons meaned the ghofts of dead men; 
and they ufe the word, as the ancients 
did, fometimes in a good, at other times 
ina bad fenfe. If there be any exception 
to the meaning here affigned it, it muft 

* Reve xviii, 2. With regard to the proper mean- 


ing of this paflage, fee below, fect, iii, article 2. 
* Matt, xii, 43. 


be 
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be in the paffage under our prefent confi- 
deration. 3 ! 
This leads us to confider, whether the 
oceafion’ on which it 1s ufed here, obliges 
vs to underftand St. Paul as {peaking of 
devils, though he doth not (nor doany of 
the other apoftles) ufe itin any fuch fenfe 
at any othertime. Let us. then examine 
the fubject of his difcourfe, and the fcope 
of his argument, which, it will be al- 
lowed, is a’ good method of determining 
his true meaning. It is a point too ob- 
vious to admit of any difpute, that the 
apoftle is-here defcribing the heathen 
‘gods, fuch of them as were the objects of 
popular worfhip. By. demons, therefore, 
he could not mean devils: for thefe 
‘{pirits were not eee much. lefs wor- 
thipped, by the Heathens. Confequently.it 
‘Is not true, that they part ‘ook of the table.of 
devils,.or that they drank the cup of devils. 
“Nor doth St. Paul ever charge them with 
this ‘crime. In the beginning of his 
| ae Epi 
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Epiftle to the Romans, he particularly {pe- 
cifies the vile obje@ts of their devotion, 
and could not, one would imagine, omit, 
on that occafion, the mention of one un- 
fpeakably viler than all the reft, had he 
known that the devil was included amongft 
them. The objects of eftablithed worfhip 
in the heathen. world were deified men 
and women. Such they are allowed to 
be even by thofe Chriftians, who, -to 
fupport a favourite hypothefis, do at 
times give a very different account of 
them®. The very names they bore thew 
them to be fuch; and as fuch they are 
reprefented in the theology of the Gen- 
tiles themfelves*. By all the ancient 


é Scimus nihil effe nifi nomina mortuorum,-°". 


‘Tertullian. De SpeGtaculis. See Grotius on 1 Cor. 
Vili. 4.0and x, 20, Og Tie 
h Differt. on Mir. p. 184. It may not be im- 
proper to obferve farther, that it was St. Paul’s de- 
fign, in the place before us, to defcribe the view 
which the: Gentiles. themfelves had of their-owa 
gods, As if he had faid, «* Though we know that 
idols are nothing, yet they regard them as real dei- 
. pro- 
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prophets alfo', the heathen gods are fpokeri 
of as dead perfons. Our apoftle himfelf 
entertained the fame opinion of them as 
the prophets did. Like them, he defcribes 
Jehovah by the title of the Living * God, 
in order to diftinguifh him from the gods 
taken from amongt{t mortal men. The very 
fame gods, whom, in the place under con« 
fideration, he callsdenions; inthe context, 
he fpeaks of as zdo/s ; a term never applied 
to devils, and which properly denotes hu- 
man ghofts and {pectres'. So that, had the 


ties ; and to thefe falfe deities they facrifice, and not . 
to God.” 

4 Differt. on Mir. p. 197. 

* Ads, xiv. 15. 1 Theff, i. 

1 What hath been obferved with regard to the 
heathen gods in general, is applicable more efpe- 
cially to thofe of Corinth in particular, to thofe 
very gods that the Chriftian converts in that city 
‘Thad once worfhipped. Concerning thefe in parti- 
cular, they would underftand the apoftle to fpeak, 
Now it is allowed by the moft learned oppofers of 
the opinion concerning demons here maintained, 
that the gods of Corinth were of human extract. 
Jupiter, Apollo, Venus, Leucothea, Palzemon, ho- 


mean 
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meaning of demon been in itfelf doubtful, 
had it been as frequently employed to de 
feribe the devil as a deified ghoft, yet 
would the fubject of the apoftle’s difcourfe 
in this place, and the connection of the 
pafiage, clearly determine the word here 
to the latter meaning. But we have 
fhewn, that this meaning is the only one 
in which it was ufed by the people to 
whom St. Paul is writing, when it was 
applied to the heathen gods, and that 
alone which correfponds to the ufe of it 
on every other occafion by the facred 
writers, and particularly by this apoftle 
himfelf. é 

If more evidence {till be required in fo 
plain a cafe, it may be obferved farther, that 
both the fentiment and language of the 
apoftle are borrowed from paflages in the 
Septuagint, in which demons mutt be un- 
derftood of deities of human origin”. 
mines fuerant, qui jam olim interierant. Grot, on 
1 Cor, viii. 4. 

™ Deut. xxxii. 17. Pf. cvi. 37. From the for- 
mer of thefe places efpecially, St, Paul borrewed. 
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3+ When it:is-faid, an idol (that is, 4 
heathen deity, or demon) 1s NOTHING 


the expreflion, The’ Gentiles facrifice to demons, not te 
God. It hath; indeed been often: afferted, that by 
demons, i in both thefe places of the Septuagint, we 
are to underftand devils. But this is a point that 
hath never yet‘ been proved. Bare aflertions, how 
frequently foever; they, may be repeated, and how- 
ever generally .credited, are not :proofs. Several 
reafons, on the other hand, have been affigned to 
fhew, that. thie” authors of the Septuagint did nots 
by demons, in thefe places, mean devils, ‘but deified 
human. fpirits’ (Diflert.on Mir.: p. 198201) ; 
and. that the Hebrew. word (/chedim) which they 
tranflate by demons, bears a correfpondent mean- 
ing. (Id. p.248.) Thefe reafons, till I fee them 
an{wered, will have more weight with -me than mere 
affertions. ‘There is indeed fufficient evidence from 
the Septuagint itfelf, to prove, that the authors of it 
did not, in thefe places, mean devils, ot any powerful 
and mifchiévous fpirits, but the ghofts of fuch dead 
men as the Heathens deified, as appears from an ex< 
amination of the contextin tet place. "Ebuceey Jou 
javiols, nal ¥ Ora’ States og ex NOEoay. %axKvO wat 
apocDaro AXQCW, Sc sx ydesoav of rales GUT OV. 
Deut. xxx 7s Avrot wapelnnwe ce fae er ¥ Ora, 
woepwuvacy [oe Ev Tots Edwaors a GuTw¥y V. 21. In thefe 
two verfes, the very fame perfons are called, firft 
demons, then. gods, and laftly ido’s ; which confirms 

IN 
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IN THE WORLD; the meaning is, either 
that this reputed deity hath no exiftence 


what was obferved above, that St. Paul, by thefe 
three different nam€s, means one and the fame 
thing. Now, if the authors of the Septuagint, ° 
by demons intended devils, it is natural to atk, 
When did the Ifraelites facrifice to devils? Why 
are devils called new gods? And why ate they 
called idols ? This is a-word that frequently occurs 
in the Septuagint ; but where doth it fignify devils 


in that tranflation? By this word it renders ae 


which fignifies vanity. Underftand the Septuagint 
as {peaking of new demon-gods, of men newly 
deified, or newly worfhipped by the Ifraelites, of 
gods that were only idols, mere ghofts and images 3 
and you make them {peak confiftently with them- 
felves, and with the original Hebrew.—ln like 
manner it may be obferved with refpeét to Pf. evi. 
37. All the gods of the Heathens are demons, that what 
are here, by the Septuagint, called demons, are 
called dead men, v. 28. ({Payov Sucing vexpav;) and 
carved or gravenimages, (ideacuoay Tots yAurloss aural, 
v. 36. Buca Trois yAumross Xavadv,v, 28.) Now, will 
you allow, that devils are dead men ? or that, like 
the heathen gods, they are either not diftin@ from, 
or of no more account than, the fenfelefs images 
that reprefented them? Were the idols of Ca- 
nuan devils, by way of diftin@ion from thofe of 
other countries f You avoid thefe, and many other 


Q. in 
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in nature"; or that he hath no degree of 
that power his votaries afcribe to him, 


and is of-no more account, than if he did 


not exift®.. The Heathens were pérfuaded 
that their demons had real power over © 
mankind, and that much good or evil — 
might be expected from their interpofi- 
tion. “Now, it was in direct oppofition to © 
thefe fentiments of the Heathens con- — 
cerning their gods, that this maxim was — 
advanced,  an.idol is nothing in the world, 


difficulties, only by allowing that the Seventy inter- 
preters ufe demons in its moft common fignifica- — 
tion, for fuch dead men as the Heathens deified, 
and the Canaanites worfhipped with human facri- 
fices. Differt. on Mir. p. 240. : on 
" Tdolum re ipfa non fubfiflit : quod verum erat 

de diis illis Corinthiis, Grotius on 1 Cor, viii. 1. 

© See Raphelius, Wolfius, Schmidius, and Kreb- 
fius on 1 Cor. viii..4. This paflage may receive 
fome illuftration from chap. x.19. What fay I then? 
that the idol is any thing, or that which is offered in 
facrifice to idols is any thing ? The thing offered in 
facrifice neither receives fanctity nor pollution from 
its being offered ; nor is this a circumftance in it- 
felf of the leaft moment, The idol itfelf is equally 
infignificant. | 


It 
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it mutt therefore be defigned to exprefs 
either their not having any real exiftence, 
or their having no more influence on the 
affairs of mankind than: <a metaphyfical 
non-entity.'| The ufe which fome of the 
Chriftians at Corinth made of this maxim, 
confirms the explication here given of it. 
For they pleaded itas areafon for feafting 
in his temple upon what had been offered 
in facrifice to the idol, or falfe god, tho’ he 
‘was fuppofed by his worfhippers to mingle 
with, and to partake of the vidim’. The 
Corinthian converts joined their idolatrous 
acquaintance in thefe religious banquets, 
‘under a full perfuafion that the idol could 
not pollute them, nor do any thing either 

to the préjudice or benefit of mankind ®*. 

P That the Heathens often feafted upon the fa- 
crifice in their temples, and that the gods were 
thought to take their part in the entertainment, is 
fhewn by Cudworth on the Lord’s Supper, (fee Mo- 
fheim’s edition) Whitby and Wetftein on 1 Cor, x, 
20,21. and Elfner on this place,and oni Cor. viii. 10. 
1 Hence it appears, that thofe writers muft be 


»miftaken, who fuppofe that this maxim, an idol is 


Q. 2 St. 
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St. Paul, who (as will be fhewn imme- 
diately) adopted this maxim, ufed it in 
the fenfe here affigned its for he elfe- 
wherecenfures all the demons of gentilifm 
as mere vanities’. It feems, indeed, to be 
borrowed from the Old Teftament, where 
it cannot bear (as all allow) any other 
fenfe than that in which it is here ex- 
plained. Ai the gods of the Heathens are 
nothings’. Behold, ye are of nothing, and 


nothing in the world, means no more than: that an 
idol is not the true God, or hath no proper divinity 
in him, For, though: an ido] were not the true 
God, yet might he be fomething in the world, he 
might have much of that power his votaries afcribe 
to him, and his favour or difpleafure might be a 
matter of great importance. Neverthelefs, the re- 
verfe of all this was fuppofed to be true by thofe 
who adopted this maxim, They reafoned in the 
following manner: Quod non eft contaminare ani- 
mum non poteft, Nihilergo in eo peccati fi in 


templo epuler, fi ad exftavocatus eam, fi poft pro- 


feta in focum data menfe accumbam.. Grotius on 
i Cor. viil. 1. 

* Acts-xiv. 15, In 1 Cor. xii. 2, the apoftle calls 
them dumb idols, How well this agrees to human ghofts 
may be feen in Elfner, cited above, p. 198. note (‘). 

t Elilim, nothings, or things of ne value. Pf. xcvi. 5 


| 
| 
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your work of nought’. They cannot do evil, 
_ neither alfois it in them to do good". 


4. When St. Paul fays, WE KNOW 


that an idol 1s nothing ; the expreflion im- 
plies, that. the nullity of the heathen 
gods or demons was a principle admitted 
by himfelf, as well as entertained by thofe 
Chriftians whom he was now addreffing. 
There was not, indeed, zz al/ the Chriftians 
at Corinth this knowledge”. For fome of 
the new converts were not able to fhake 
off all-at once their old opinion concern- 
ing the power of their former gods, or at 
leaft not to efface the impreffion of it 
from their hearts: and confequently thefe 
perfons, in partaking of what had been 
offered in facrifice to the heathen gods, 
would feel fome degree of their former 
religious reverence and awe of them, and 
feem to themfelves to be joining with 
them in one common feaft*. It was far 


* Hf ah. 24. See allo v. sec" 

« Jereni. x25, 

ey Cor. ville 9g 

* For fome with confeience of the idol, unto this boxr, 
Q 3 other- 
2 


~< 
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otherwife, however, with the major part 
of the Chriftian church, with thofe efpe- 


cially of more enlarged underftandings, 
and a liberal turn of mind, or who were 


more fully inftruéed and eftablithed in 
the doctrines of Chriftianity. So ftrongly 
were they perfuaded, that am dol was no- 
thing in the world, that under the thelter 
of this principle, they did fit at meat int the 
idols temple®, and partook of the confe- 
crated feaft as a common and ordinary re- 
paft, They feem even to have valued 
themfelves greatly upon thiscondu@, as a 
proof of the uncommon ftrength and 
freedom of their minds, Now, when St. 
Paul tells thefe perfons, We KNow fhat 
an idol is nothing ; he plainly admits the 
truth of the principle upon which they 
acted, and indire@tly reproves their vanity 
in. boafting of their knowledge of it, as if 
they were in this refpect fingularly wife*. 


eat it asa thing offered unto an idol, and their confctence ° 


being weak is defiled, 1 Cor. vill.-7. 
¥. 1 Cor, vill. 10 ' 
~* Hence it is, that when he enters upon the ar- 
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As if the apoftle had faid, *‘ Though you 
are puffed up with your knowledge of the 
nullity of idols, and are foforward to thew | 
it; this is no peculiar difcovery of yours, I 
and all welleinftructed Chriftians areas 
perfeCily acquainted with it as you can 
be*.” Tt is very remarkable, that, ‘not- 


gument concerning things offered to idols, he fays, 
We know that we all have knowledge, 1 Cor. viil. 1. 
where Grotius obferves, Neifti weQuciwuivos putent 
fe folos fapere, non minus et nos intelligimus quid 
fit idolum five deus commentitius, See alfo Mr, 
Locke ons Cor, viii. I——12, who parapbrafes v. 4, 
in the following manner, / know as well as you, that 
an idol, &c, 

a The bifhop of Gloucefter (Serm. vol, ii, p. 71.) 
fays, admitting that the Chriftians concerned had no 
thought of recesving good or harm from thofe idals, yet 
(what is more to the purp-fe) we fee St. Paul had But 
it is clear from the paffage we are now confidering, 
that St. Paul agreed in fentiment with the Chriftians 
concerned, that idols were nothing in the world, 
and confeguently that no good or harm could be 
expected from them, His lordthip had before (p. 
69.) reprefented St, Paul as faying, that thefe idols 
were devils, Now if thefe idols were devils, it would 
from hence follow, that devils are nothing in the 
world; aconfequence that his lordfhip will nor al- 


Q4 with- 
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withftanding the ill ufe made of this 


principle, he not only admits it to be true, 
but labours to eftablifh it. 


5. This brings us to examine the rea- 
foning employed by the Apoftle.to prove 
the nullity of idols, and at the fame time 
to prevent the abufe of this doctrine: We 


know that an idol is nothing in the world, 


low, and which cannot be drawn from the nullity of 
demons, His lordfhip, however, is at no lofs to folve 


the difficulty ; for he fuppofes (p. 71h) the apoftle’s | 


_ meaning to be, Though ye can poffibly receive no benefit 
from idols, (by which he affirms Sc. Paul meaned de- 
vils,) as your protectors and benefactors, ye may yet 
receive real damage from the devil, the declared enemy 
of mankind. According to this account of idols, 
they were fomething. Yet this writer in the fame 
breath fays, (p. 70.) The good and evil demons of Gen- 
tilifm, were indeed thofe idols, not of the altar, but of 
the brain, which the facred writers efteemed metaphy- 
fical NOTHINGS. ~ Can St. Paul be fpeaking of 
any other demons than thofe of the Gentiles, when 
he fays, The Gentiles facrifice to demons ? Now, if 
the demons of gentilifm were the idols which the 
facred writers efteemed nothing in the world ; why 
doth his lordfhip affirm, that thefe idols are devils, 
and that we may receive damage from them? 


ang 
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and that there is none other God but one. 
FOR though there be (amongft the Gen- 
tiles) that are called Gods, whether in hea- 
ven or in earth, both celeftial and terref- 
tial ; (as there be gods MANY. and lords 
MANY ®, that is, there is indeed among ft 
the Gentiles a va/t multitude ot reputed 
deities, fome /avereign in their refpedlive 
provinces, and others /ubordinate, but all 
of them fuppofed to poffefs real power 
and dominion.) But to US (that is, to 
Chriftians) ‘there zs but one God, the Fa- 
ther, of whom are all things, and we in 
him; and one Lord ‘fefus Chrift, by whom 
are all things, and we by him. Asif the 
apoftle had faid, ** All Chriftians, if they 
think rightly, muf& allow, that the good 
and evil demons of paganifm are mere 


> Le Clerc fuppofes that Paul-here afferts, that 
there are gods many (in heaven God and his angels); 
and lords many (in the earth magiftrates): a fen- 
timent quite foreign from the defign of the apoftle, 
and well refuted by Whitby on 1 Cor, viii, 5. 
Compare Jerem, ii, 28, | 


nul- 
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nullities; for this:plain reafon, that. our 
religion fuppofes and afferts the fole do- 
minionof Jehovah and his Meffiah overthe 
human race, and, in fo doing, utterly fub- 
verts thé claims of all other fuperior beings 
to interpofe in human affairs. If demons 
have any power over mankind; whether it 
be original or fubordinate, or can do them 
either good or-evil, it cannot, be truly af- 
firmed, that they have no other God or 
Lord but Jehovah and his Chrift,, from 
whom or through whom are all things :. for, 
on this fuppofition, it might be -faid with 
truth, that from or through demons -are 
many things, and that they are Something 
in the world. We cannot, therefore, but 
agree with you in your main principle, 
that demons are nothing, unlefs we re- 
nounce the fundamental article of the 
Chriftian faith.” ° 

Such was his zeal for this principle, 
that when warning thofe Chriftians againft 
the abufe of it, who urged itasa plea for eat- 


Ine 
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ing things offered to the heathen demons, 
and even for aflifting at feftivals in their 
honour, he thus exprefleth himfelf*: What 
| fay I then? that the idol ts any thing, or 
that which is offered in facrifice to idols 4s 
any thing? ** Karneftly as Iam diffuading 
you againift joining with the Heathens 
in the facrifices or feltivals of their de- 
mons, farbeitfrom me to fuggett, that 
thefe demons have any degree of power, 
or that what is offered to them fuffers-any 
real pollution, After what I have faid on 
this fubje&, you cannot fufpect me of 
holding any fuch opinion.” But I fay, 
that the'things which the Gentiles facrifice, 
they facrifice to demons, and not to God; andI 
would not that-ye foould have fellow/bip with 
demons. <* My meaning is, that the wor- 
fhip of the Heathens 1s not directed to the 
true God, but to their own deities, whom 
they fubftitute in his ftead, and whom 
they regard as real deities: and it mutt 


“1 Cor, x, 19. 


be 
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be very unfit for. Chriftians, who know 
that they are nothing in the world, and 
that there is only one God, to join in the 
worfhip and commu nion of falfe gods ‘, or 
to do any act, that, by fair conlruction, 
implies their having a religious reverence 
for them, a belief of their power, or a de- 
fire of their favour and friendfhip*®. The 
apoftle proceeds, Ye cannot drink the cup 
of the Lord and the cup of demons; ye can- 
not be partakers of the Lord's table, and 
the table of demons. ‘* You cannot, without 
great abfurdity and felf-contradiction, 
pay homage to Chrift as the only Lord 
over mankind, by celebrating his fupper, 
if you acknowledge the authority of other 
lords and agents between heaven and 

4 With this the Corinthian converts were juftly 
chargeable, when they affifted at the facrifices of | 
the heathen gods, or partook of the facred banquets 
in their temples; the gods themfelyes, as it was fup- 
pofed, fharing in the common feaft, 

* ‘The fame fentiment is elfewhere thus expreffed 
by the apoftle, What agreement hath the temple of 


Ged with ids? 2 Sark vi, 16, 
aac 
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earth, and celebrate feftivals in their ho- 
nour. If you acknowledge their claims, 
you muft deny his ; 4 yh admit Bis you 
mut give up theirs‘. 

The apoftle urges feveral other confis 
derations to diffuade them from eating 
promifcuoufly, and without {cruple, things 
offered to falfe gods; but as they are 
chiefly drawn from the ill effects their 
example might have upon others, whe 
might be tempted to imitate it, though 
not fully perfuaded of the lawfulnefs of 
doing it, they need not be explained in 
this place. It is very obfervable, that, 
copioufly as the apoftle treats this fubject, 
he never once makes any mention of the 
devil, never intimates that he, or any mif- 
chievous fpirits, perfonated the heathen 
gods, fupported their worfhip, and were 

* The apoftie, in like manner, taxes the Colof- 
fians (chap. ii. 19.) with wot holding the bead, be- 
caufe they worfbipped angels, For though they might 
allow Chrift to be the chief mediator, yet they utterly 
fubverted his proper claim to be the pole smediater 
between God and man, 

them- 
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themfelves in reality the gods of thé 
Heathens ; though, had he thought this 
to be the cafe, it would have been much 
to his purpofe to have clearly and fully 
ftated it, in’ order to give proper force to 
his argument againtt celebrating feftivals 
in their honour. ‘The ‘whole ‘reafoning 
of St. Paul concerns the idols and demons 
of the Gentiles, thofe fpirits whom ‘they 


regarded as gods and lords; and whoever. 


they were, the apoftle hath not urged one 
argument againft eating things facrificed 
to them, that fuppofes or implies their 
having any degree of power ; but urges 
quite different confiderations, drawn fiom 
the circumftances under which fome 
Chriftians: “partook of thofe facrifices, 
which: might: make it an act of religions 


honour and worfhip, or’ might prove a. 


ftumbling-block to their weak brethren. 


He grants, that things offered in facrifice 
to the heathen demons. underwent. no 


change, and’that no man was either bet- 


ter 
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ter or worfe for partaking or not partaking 
ef them. He alfo admits, that the demons’ 
themfelves were mere nothing; and 
(knowing that) fome Chriftians at that 


time were difpofed to afcribe a real power 


to thefe demons, and probably forefeeing 
the fame difpofition in others, in after 
ages) fhews that the nullity of demons 
was a juft and neceflary inference from 
that fundamental article of Chriftianity, 
there being but one God and one Lord 
over mankind. ~The reader cannot ‘fail 
obferving, that St. ‘Paul is here profeffed— 
ly ftating the 'deGrines of the Gofpel, and 


the idea which he himfelf had of them. 


Indeed, he elfewhere reprefents it as the 
main defign of his commiflion, to deftroy 
the do@rine of demons, or, to ufe his own 


words, to turn men from thefe vanities unto 


the huing God +. | | 
From thie yehubc of what oceurs in this 
feGiion, may we -not infer, that there is 


* A&s xiv, 15. Compare 1 The. i, z 
much 
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much injuftice in reproaching the Scrip 
tures with countenancing the dodtrine of 
demoniacal poffeffions ? Did the facred 
writers firft introduce this do@trine? It 
is not even pretended that they did. Did 
they ever affert itas a part of that revela- 
tion which they were divinely commif- 
fioned to publifh to the world? They 
could not thus affert it ; for it overturns 
the main doétrine and evidences of the 
Jewith and Chriftian revelations. On the 
contrary, they have done every thing they 
could fitly do, to banifh it out of the 
world, by carefully inftructing Chriftians 
in the abfolute nullity of demons, by con- 
tinually inculcating this principle upon 
them, with a zeal equal to its great im- 
portance, and by eftablifhing it upon the 
cleareft evidence. If you regulate your 
judgment concerning demons by that of 
the writers either of the Old or New 
Teftament, you muft allow, that there 
never was, nor can be, a real demoniac. 


CHAP. 
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“FY Proceed to folve the feveral objeions, 
& which have been urged again’ the 
foregoing explication of the Gofpel de- 
moniacs. ea | ! 

~ That the perfons fpoken of in the New 
Teftament as demoniacs, were really 
fuch, many have attempted to prove, rft, 
From what was faid and done by the de- 
‘moniacs themfelves. 2dly, From the de- 
‘{tru&tion of the herd of fwine, which the 
demons are faid to have entered, and fti- 
mulated to an inftantaneous madnefs. 
And, adly, From the exprefiions ufed by 
our Saviour in performing, and his difci- 
‘ples in recording, the care of demoniacs. 
Under thefe three heads may be compriz- 
ed all the objeGiions, drawn from the 
New Teflament, againft the dodtrine ad- 
vanced in the preceding chapter. 
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ROM what was faid and done by the — 


demoniacs themfelves, fome have con- — 


cluded, that. they, were in{pired and afiitt- 
ed by fuperior agents; fuch as. demons 
are commonly fuppofed to be. 

It muft, however, be allowed, (what 
feems to furnifh a prefumptive argument 


again tt this opinion) that the New Tefta- 


ment never reprefents the language and 


behaviour of the demoniacs, as the effea 
and evidence of afupernatural agency. We 
are only therefore to examine, whether 
fuch agency can be juftly and certainly 
inferred from the. faéts themfelves. 


1. It is pleaded, that the demontacs knew, 
and proclaimed, “fefus to be Meffiah™. The 


m Some add, thatithe demoniaes afcribed to Chritt 
higher charaéters than other perfons did. _ But who- 
ever compares their refpective declarations, will 
find this to be a miftake. Compare John i. 4g. 
iv. 42. Vii. 41. xi. 27. with the titles afcribed to 
Chrift by the demoniacs. Is it not ftrange, that 
Chriftians fhould refer to devils, the firft difcovery 
of the divine claims of the Son of God ? 
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man with an unclean fpirit in the fyna- 
gogue at Capernaum, faid, What have we 
to do with thee, thou “fefus of Nazareth ? 
1 Rnow thee who thou art, the holy one of 
God", The demoniac in the country of 
the Gergefenes, called him the Son’ of 
God°. And we are told, that demous* cried 
out, and faid, Thou art Chrift, (the Meffiah) 
the Son of God’. 

- The general expectation of the coming 
of the Meffiah at that time, the teftimony 
borne to Jefus by his illuftrious forerunner, 
and the numerous miracles more efpecial- 
ly performed by Jefus himfelf, at the 
commencement of his public miniftry, 
rendered him the objeé of univerfal at- 
tention, propagated his fame throughout 
call Judea, and the countries bordering 
upon it *, and created in the Jewith peo- 


-* Lukeiiv. 24. Mark i. 24. °° Mat, viii. 29. 
* By demons we are here to underftand demo- 
niacs, See below, p. 50, &c. | 
ti Lukeivigii® be ol 1 Mat, iv, 23. 24. 
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ple a ftrong perfuafion thar he was the 4 
Meffiah. Some of thefe reputed demo- 
niacs were only {ubject.. to. epileptic 
fits', and confequently might enjoy the 
ufe of their underftandings, like other 
men, when thofe fits werenot upon them. 
The other demoniacs were madmen, of E 
whom the Jews give this aecount : One 
awhile they are mad, another while they are 
well: while they are mad, they are to be 
efteemed as madmen in refpect of all their ac- — 
tions ; while they are well, they are to be 
efreemed as being their own men-in all re- 
Jpecis*. Few are fo little acquainted with 
_perfons of this fort, as not to know, that — 
very frequently their diforder is not only 
temporary, but partial, not affe@ing their 


underftandings, naturally quick, except 
perhaps on a ‘fingle fubject, and leaving — 


*This feems to have: been the cafe with the de- 
moniac at Capernaum, Luke iv, 33, See above, 
p. 113. 9% 

f Lightfoot, Hor, Heb. ad. Mat. viii. (28. — 
Compare Dr, Mead’s account of madnefs, p. 67, 68. 
them 


of the New Teftament. 245 
them on all others in the fall poffeffion 
of themfelves, Gh FD 
Now, might not demoniacs, long before 
they were feized with their dilorder, 
Jearn in common with others, the high 
character of the Meffiah, then univerfally 
expected? And in their intervals of fa- - 
nity, fo very common to perfons of a 
_difordered underftanding, might they not 
hear of the fame of Jefus as the expe@ed 
Meffiah, which was fpread in all places 

before they made any acknowledgement 
of his character? It is indeed fcarce 
poflible, that they could be ignorant of 
him, becaufe, in general, they were under 
no confinement. One of thefe, whofe 
teftimony to Chrift is particularly men- 
tioned above, was in the fynagogue, a 
"place of public worfbip.. With refpe& to 
another, who was in the country of the 
Gergefenes, if cannot feem extraordinary 
that he fhould be acquainted with the 
character and,fame of Jefus", if we con- 
*Te hath been fuggefted by dn ingenious friend, 

R 3 fider 
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— fider that Chritt had heretofore preached — i 
upon the borders of his country, and been — 
followed bycrouds from it, who would not 
fail to publifh the miraculous cures which 
Chrift performed, either upon themfelves, 
or upon others in their prefence, among{t 
whom were many demoniacs”. Weare — 
to confider farther, that, violent as this 
man’s diforder was at certain feafons, he 
had intervals of fanity ; as is-clearly im- 
plied in its being faid, the /pirit had often- 
times* caught him: for if his diforder often 
returned, it muft have often left him’. 


that, by the fon of God, this demoniac only meaned — 4 
a godlike man ; and that he concluded Chrift to be 
fuch from the majefty of his appearance, and the — 
authority with which he {poke. (Mark v.8.) Com- 
pare Mat. Xxvil, 54. Buthe might have the fame 
meaning with thofe demoniacs who called our Lord 
the Meffiah, the Son of God. Luke iv. 41. 

w Mat. iv, ates 

x Tornois ecv01Sy Luke viil, 27, 

* The fame thing, perhaps, is implied in his being 
often bound. Whenever his fits were obferved to. be 
coming on, his friends attempted to confine him. 
See Dr. Lardner’s Remarks on Ward, and Mr. 


’ 
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If I might be allowed to propofe a con- 
jecture, | would obferve, that perhaps the 
demoniacs would run into the common 
opinion concerning Jefus as the promifed 
Meffiah, more eagerly than perions of a 
cooler judgment; the latter being ftruck 
with fome contrary appearances in his 
character, (fuch as the poverty of his con- 
dition, and the fpiritual nature of his 
doctrine), which efcaped the attention of 
the former, who, for this reafon, with 
greater confidence faluted him under his 
high character, agreeably to the firft im- 
preflion which his miracles made on the 
minds of all men. This feems to me 
much more probable, than that infernal 
fpirits fhould freely and zealoufly affert 
the divine claims, and fpread the glory, of 
Jefus as the Meffiah. 

The foregoing obfervations are, in a 
great meafure, applicable to the cafe of 
Mole there cited, to whom the public is indebted 
for this, and the’ foregoing curious and important 
obfervation with refpect to this demoniac. 
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the Pythonefs.at Philippi, who, for feveral 


days together, followed Paul and his com= ; 


panions, crying out, Thefe men are the fer= w 
vants of the Moft igh God, which fhew unto q 


us the way of falvation*.. Though the la- 


boured under'a melancholy, or fome fpe- — 
cies of infanity”, the might be informed, — 
either by attending the preaching of St. 
Paul, or by converfing with others, what 
the apoftle and his companions profeffed 
themfelves to be. The ftrong. impreffion 
which this information made upon her ! 
mind, will eafily account for this woman’s 
conduct in following them from day to 
day in the manner here related; efpecial- 
ly if we add, that, under a melancholy, 
the mind is always fixed upon one 
objet. The honourable teftimony fhe 
bore to Paul could not be the effect of 
the fpirit of Python or Apollo ; becaufe 
it tended to difparage himfelf, and the 
whole tribe of heathen deities. . If you 


“8 RAs xvi, 7. 
@ Differt, on Mir, 275, 276, and ashe p. 106. 


lay 
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fay it was the devil who bore this teflimony 
to Paul, you will find it more difficult 
ftill to account for this zeal for-truth in 
the father of lies; becaufe this teftimony, 
as it would appear to proceed from one of 
their own gods, would have great weight 
witn the Gentiles.. Nor was any evil 
- fpirit confrained to bear this teftimony to 
Paul; for the apoftle was grieved at it, 
and, in order to put a ftop to it, cured her 
diforder®. This brings us to examine 
‘another objection againft our idea of pof- 
feffions. 

2. Itis urged, that Chrift commanded 
the devils (demons) not to difcover him. 


> Ads xvi. 18. It might be expected that fome: 
notice fhould be taken here of the demoniac at E- 
' phefus; but his cafe will be confidered at the clofe 
of this fection. ; 

¢ Dr. Warburton, p. 221. See Mark i. 292——26, 
34. ui. 12, Luke iv. 33, 34, 35, 41. In the place 
laft referred to here we read, that Jefus rebuking 
them (the demons), fuffered them not to {peak : for 
they kuew that be was Chriff. ‘The words may. as 
well be rendered, He fuffered them not to fy; that they 
buew bin to be Chrift, or the Meffiah, , 
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This objection properly belongs to the 
‘third general argument in favour of real 
pofleffions, and is introduced here only 


on account of its near affinity to the pre=- 


ceding article. 

In order to folve this difficulty, it — 
be neceffary to recollect the idea which 
the ancients entertained concerning de- 
moniacs: It hath been obferved already, 
that the demons within them were {up- 
pofed to occupy the feat of the human 
foul, and to perform all its functions in 
the body. During his poffeffion, the de- 
moniac himfelf was filent ; it was the de- 
mon alone that fpoke in him‘. What- 

¢ A pafiage from Plato, full to our prefent pur- 
pofe, hath been referred to above, p. 149, note (")- 
Lucian likewife, when ftating the common opinion 
concerning perfons poffefled, fays, in exprefs terms, 
The patient 1s filent ; the demon returns the anfwers to 
ihe queftions that are ofked: "O piv poogy aures cwma. O 
Sxicv d? amrongluerat, EAAnvigwr, 7 BapCapiCor, x. T. Ae 
Apollonius thus addrefles a youth fuppofed to be 
poflefied 5 BOD, TRUTS vepiCers, arr” o daizwr. Non 


tu hac me contumelia afficts, fed demon. Philoftrat. | 


Vit, Apollon. p. 157. ede Olean, 


eves 
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ever was done by the former was attri 
buted to the impulfe of the latter®. De- 
moniacs were not only regarded byothers, 
but generally conceived of themfelves, as 
{peaking and acting under the influence 
of the fpirits by which they believed 
themfelves poffeffed', or as being thofe 
very fpirits. At leaft, every thing they 
faid and did correfponded to their appre- 
henfions of the fentiments and inclina- 
tions of the indwelling demons *, being 
themfelves indeed (in their own imagina- 
tion) nothing more than their organs of 


* Aaiwwv tavves ce, Demon te agit. Philoftrat. 
ubifupra. Menazchmus, under the character of a 
madman, thus addrefles Bacchus and Apollo: Bro- 
mie, quo me in fylvam venatum vocas ? Multa 
mihi imperas, Apollo, Ecce, Apollo, denuo me » 
jubes facere impetum, Plaut. Men, act eile, 2, 
v. 82, 109, 115. 

f See the paffage from Plautus cited in the pre- 
ceding note, 

S Cuinam hzec res eft fimilis ? homini in quo eft. 
{piritus malus, et opera quz facit omnia ex ejus 
_fententia facit, et omnia verba quz loquitur, ex 
€jus fententia loquitur,, Pirke Eliezer 13. 


| {peech 
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fpeech and action *. ikon the demon 
and the demoniac were often, in common 
{peech, confounded together ; both were 
deferibed under the fame term", and the 
fameadt was referredindifferently to either, 
St. Chryfoftom, in the paflages cited from 


* This fully appears from the-a¢count given of 
the demoniacs in the New Telftament, They ad- 
drefs Jefus in the fame manner that (to their appre- 
henfion) demons would have done, if they had been 
prefent. Either confounding themfelves with de- 
mons, and fancying themfelves to be fuch; or elfe 
{peaking in their names, and under their imagined 
influence ; they beg not to be totmented before 
the time, and afk leave to enter a herd of fwine. 

* In that paflage from Plautus (Mercator, act. v, 
fe. 4. v. 20.) Etiam loquere larva, the word larva, 
which properly fignifies a ghoft, feems to bé ufed for 
the madman poflefled by him. Demon feems hke- 
wife to have been ufed by the Jews in the fame 
manner, When fome reproached Chrift with having 
a demon, and being mad; others réplied in his vin- 
‘ication, Thefe are not the words of a demoniac (das- 
puoi). Can a demon (that is, a demoniac} 
epen the eyes of the bind? John x, 20, 21. Their 
meaning was, Elis difcourfes are fober and ratio- 
nal; and is it likely, if he were a poflefled perfon, 
or a madman, that God would impower him to 
perform fuch great miracles ?” 
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him above’, at one time, reprefents rhe 
demons as faying they were the foul of fuch 
a monk; though, at another’ time, he 
afcribes this to che demoniacs. Inftances of 
fame manner of {peaking are to be found 
in the Gofpel. St. Mark, on one occafion, 
fays*, Unclean fpirits, when they SAW 
Sefus, FELL DOWN before him, and 
CRIED; faying, Thou art the Son of God. 
On another occafion', fimilar to this, the 
fame evangelift reprefents, not the unclean 
{pirit, but the man fuppofed to be pof- 
- feffed by him, as feemng “fefus, worfhipping 
him, (or falling down before him™ >) and cry- 
ing, What have Ito do with thee, fefus, thou 
Son of the Moft High Ged*? Inthe fequel 
of the hiftory of this demoniac, we are told 
by St. Mark», that HE defought “fefus much, 
that he would not fend them away out of the 
country. By St. Luke’, in the parallek 

oP. 51, 52. * Mark iii, 14. 
* Mark v. 6, 7: ™ Luke viii. 28. 
: Matthew likewife, chap. viii, 28, 29. and Luke 


Vill, 28. agree with Mark, 
~-s® Chap, v. 10. P Chap. vill. 31. 
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pafiage, it is faid, the DEMONS befought 
him, that he would not command them to go 
out into the deep. The requeft to enter the 
{wine is, by the three evangelifts, referred 


to the demons*. On all thefe occafions, © 


the demoniacs were the only perfons who 
{poke to Jefus ; of them alone it is true, 
that they faw him, and fell down before 
him. Neverthelefs, demoniacs having 
been anciently confidered as the mere or- 
gans of evil {pirits, it was no uncommon 
thing to afcribe to the latter what was 
{aid and done by the former. The evan- 
gelifts, we have feen, adopted this phrafeo- 
logy, and referred to demons the aéts of 
the demoniacs. .And therefore, when they 
tell us, ** that Jefus fuffered not the demons 
to fay, that they knew him to be the Mef- 
fiah,” they are to be underftood of the men 
poffefied by them, Thefe are the perfons 
who publifhed Chrift’s character ; and, on 

1 Matt. villi. 31. Lhe demons befonght bim. Mark 
v, 12, All the demons befought him. Luke viii. 32. 


They (the demons) Sefought him, 
| | this 
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this account, might be enjoined filence. 
If you ftill contend, that it was not to the 
perfon pofleffed, but to the {pirit fuppofed 
to be within him, that Ghrift addrefled 
this injunction; yet it muft be defipned 
to have its effect upon the former, rather 
than upon the latter, who. was. moit ef- 
fectually filenced by being ejected. In 
reality, it isa matter of little moment, whe- 
therthe reftraint was laid on the demoniacs, 
or not; for if Chrift, in mere conformity to 
the accuftomed modes of {peech (as will be 
fhewn below in the third fection) com- 
manded demons to come out; he might, 
upon the fame principle, command them 
to de filent. Nor wasany thing more likely 
to awe the demoniac himfelf into imme- 
diate filence, than his hearing fuch a com-= 
mand delivered to the fpirits that (in his 
opinion) actuated him, by one fo famed as 
Jefus was for his power of controuling 
them. The language was adapted to his 
apprehenfions, and the difturbed ftate of 
his mind. And if Chrift faw fit to {peak 
to him at allin that flate, was it not pro- 
per 
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per to {peak according to his conceptions, 
and in the manner moft likely to ‘be at- 
tended with fuccefs? Indeed, if Chritt 
had addreffed the demoniac, he would ne- 
verthelefs have been confidered as {peak- 
ing to the demon; as appears from the 
following fad. When Jefus afked a pof- 
fefled perfon”, What is thy name? the 
man, conceiving of himfelf as an evil 
{pirit, or as being merely the organ of 
evil fpirits, regarded the queftion as pro- 
pofed to them, and, under this impreftion, 
replied, My name ts legion. | 
Chrift forbad his own immediate difci- 
ples to declare him openly to be the Mef- 
fiah *, (leaving men to collect it at leifure 
from the evidence that was fet before 
them), that he might not draw after him 
an immenfe croud of worldly-minded 
Jews’, who miftaking the nature of his 
_ ™ He afked him, avrovy the man, not, to wuvpo 
x0 ancbaplov, the unclean fpirit, whom he commanded te 
come out of the man, Mark v. 9g. See alfo Luke viii. » 30. 
“' Mat, xvi. 20. 


° From the fame and other motives, he fome- 
times forbad the publication of particular miracles. 


king-— 
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kingdom, were difpofed, and had once at- 
tempted, to take him by force, and make 
him a king’, Perfons of fuch a temper 
Were not prepared to receive the fpiritual 
doctrines of the Gofpel; and their fol- 
lowing Chrift in large crouds, in order to 
advance him to the throne of David, mutt 
have given umbrage to the Roman go- 
vernment, or at leaft afforded the Jewith 
rulers, filled with envy and hatred * againft 
him, an opportunity of accufing him of 
fedition and treafon. Now, the fame 
prohibition which Chrift gave to his own 
difciples, (and alfoto many others*,) it was 


See Hammond on Mat, viii. 4. Where no inconve- 

pience could arife from it, Chrift required the publi- 

cation of his miracles, as in the cafe of the Gadarené 
demoniac, Mark v. 19. 3 
— P John vi. | 

I fohncive 1; 9, 1%. 29% 

* The ftridt charge given to demons, or demo- 
niacs, not to rhake him knowns taken notice of 
Mark iii. 11. 12. was at the faite time given to 
the multitudes that followed him; in order to be 
healed, (as appears from Mat, xii. 15, 16.) and 
probably therefore, for the fame general reafon, the 


wo equally 
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equally proper to give to the demoniacs, 


whofe confident perfuafion of his being the © 


Meffiah, and warm gratitude to him for the 
benefit of their miraculous cure, would 
prompt them to proclaim their exalted 
opinion of him. 

If Chrift had any pecu/zar reafon for 
checking the zeal of the demoniacs, it pro- 
bably was the defire of leaving no room 
for the {pecious pretence, that there was 


a fecret agreement between him and thofe — 


evil {pirits, who were judged to be fo ea- 
ger in applauding him. Chrift’s refufal 
of (what was deemed to be) their teftimo- 
ny, is a full proof that they were not con- 
firained by God to bear it: and at the 
fame time ferves to condemn the conduct 


of thofe impoftors that afterwards fwarm- | 


ed in the Chriftian church, who laid fo 
great a ftrefs upon the pretended confefion 
made by demons, and even claimed:a power 
of extorting it againft their inclination and 


defire of preventing all tumult and difturbance, Mat, 
Xi, 18, 19, 20. 
inte- 
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intereft. The frequent and confident ap- 
peal to thefe confeflions, which the Fa- 
thers make, do them no credit, and were 
without doubt, received with contempt 
by men of underftanding. For, if demons 
are wicked and lying {pirits, as they are 
generally fuppofed to be, they are much 
more likely to {peak falfhood than truth. 

3. Some have faid, that demoniacs 
could not be mere madmen, becaufe 
they argue with Chrift in a very rational 
manner, and {peak to better purpose than the 
bulk of thofe who were in their fenfes. 

This affertion being chiefly founded 
upon the behaviour of the Gadarene de- 
moniac", let us inquire how far it agrees 


* Mat. viii. 28. Mark v. 2. Luke viii. 27. Mat- 
thew fpeaks of two demoniacs ; Mark and Luke 
take notice only of one, who was probably the 
fiercer of the two, and had laboured under his dif-' 
order a longer time, or on fome other Account was 
the moft remarkable. He belonged to the neigh- 
bouring city, (Luke viii, 27. and Wetftenius in loc.) 
and was probably a man of note and fubftance 
there; as Dr. Lardner conjectures in his Remarks 


S 2 with 
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with the fuppofition of his being directed 


and aflifted by fuperior intelligences in all, 


that he faid and did. 1. When rhe demio- 
niac Jaw ‘Fefus afar off, he ran’ to meet 
him. Was not this conduc abfurd on 
the common hypothefis? The unclean 


{pirit dreaded nothing fo much as being 
expelled and tormented by Jefus; andyet — 
haftensinto his immediate prefence,inftead — 
of flying from it. 2. In the next place, the 7 


demontac fell down before fefus, and wor- 


fbipped him‘. Did the devil, under whofe : 
influence he is fuppofed to a@, hope, by q 
this external homage,.to deceive the Son : 
of God into a good opinion of him,'or'to 


bend him to a compliance with his prapo- 
fals? 3. When Chrift faid, What 1s thy 


name? how ridiculous is the anfwer, in © 


cafe it was returned by the unclean fpirit, 
My name is legion; for we are many? Sup- 


on Dr. Ward’s Differtations, p, 3. See alfo his 


Cafe of the Demoniacs, p..4, 5, 10. 
{ Mark v. 6. 
* Luke vil. 28. Mark v. 6. 
pofe 
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pofe that in a large army, either a private 
foldier, or one of the officers, being afked 
what his own name was, fhould reply, My 
name 1s army; for we are many; what 
opinion would you have of his under- 
flanding ? or how would this name dif- 
tinguith either the foldier or the officer 
from all the other foldiers and officers in 
the army"? 4. More abfurd ftill was the 
behaviour of the devil, (if he was the de- 


" It is very aftonifhing to find writers of found - 
judgment in other matters, inferring from this an- 
{wer of the demoniac, or (as they fuppofe) of the 
devil, that the madman was really poflefled by a 
great multitude, if not exactly by a legion, of de- 
vils. Is any credit due tothe father of lies? Can 
| there be a better reafon for difbelieving any thing, 
than his affirming it to be true? Could Chriftde- 
fign to bring mankind to give him credit, and to 
receive doctrines upon his teftimony? If one de- 
mon alone can, as it is fuppofed he can, deprive a 
man of his fight, and {peech, and hearing, and of 
his reafon too, and do all this in a moment, why 
fhould a legion of demons be employed, and lofe 
that time which they might have fpent in doing 
mifchief elfewhere? 


ee mon 
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mon here fpoken of ) when Chrift ordered 
him fo come out of the man”, of whom he 
had taken poffeffion. One moment he 
difclaims the authority of Jefus, and re- 
fents his undertaking to eject him: What 
have I to do with thee, thou Son of the Moft 
High God*? The very next inftant, he 
acknowledges his power over him, and 
_intreats him not to exert it: I defeech thee, 
Ladjure thee by God, that thou torment me 
not. Immediately after, he upbraids and 
reproaches him, and, at the fame time, 
appears to expect fome effects of his 
difpleafure, drt thou come hither to tor- 
ment us before the timer? We hath re- 
courfe again to fupplication, and befeeches 
Chrift, that he might not be fent away out 
of the country”, nor commanded to go out in- 


~ Luke viii, 2g. Mark v. 8, 
* Luke viii, 28. Mark v. 7. 
¥ Mat. xxviii. 29, The time here referred to 
is commonly thought to be that of the day of judg-= 
ment, (2 Pet. ii. 4. Jude vi.) which was confidered 
as the feafon appointed for the punifhment of all 
evil fpirits, See Rey. xx, 10, 15. 
Mark v, 10. £0 


of the New Teftament. 263 
Eo the deep *, To the devil, we are told, 
the whole world is but one places. Why 
then doth he dread a temporary banifh- 
ment from fo fmall a {pot as the country 


* Luke viii. 31. By the deep or aby/s, we are 
moft probably to underftand the place allotted 
to the wicked, in the interval between their 
ceath and the final judgment, called the pit of the 
abyfs, Dpiap tis abvoox, Rev, ix. 1,2, and the aby/s, 
v, 11. Seealfo chap. xx, 1, 2,3. This place 
is called their prifon, 1 Pet, iii, ig. Here they are 
veferved unto judgment, 2 Pet. ii, 4. See Whitby 
on this place, and above, p. 213, and Jude v. 6. It 
was the opinion of the Jews, that thefe evil fpirits 
were on fome occafions releafed from their confine- 
ment, and fuffered to wander upon the earth till the 
end of the world. Perhaps, what the demoniac, 
confidering himfelf as the mere organ of an indwel- 
ling demon, dreaded, (though without any vifible 
“reafon) was the being remanded back to this prifon 
fooner than he fhould otherwife have been; or the 
_being punifhed before the day of judgment, Ac- 
cording to this interpretation of the deep, the demo- 
niac, it may be thought, fpeaks in charaGier. By 
the deep, according to fome, we are to underftand 
the fea, In favour of this application of the word 
here, it may be pleaded, that nothing is too abfurd to 
come from a madman. 

© Totus orbis illis locus unus eft, Tertullian, p. 
23. Kigalt, Paris, 1641. 
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of Gadara? Why is he fo uneafy at being 
caft out of one man, if he hath the power 
of entering another? Why doth he fear 
being fent into the deep or abyfi? What- 
- ever idea he had of this place, he depre- 
cates an evil he had not been threatened 
with ; and which, had it been threatened, 
he could not hope to avert by his inter- 
ceflion ; efpecially if he afked, as fome 
fuppofe he did, for leave tocontinue in that 
country, only for the fake of oppofing 
Chrift? What is ftill more extraordina- 
ry, while under a dread of Chrift, as his 
judge and avenger, who could have re- 
manded him to the abyfs for his patt 
crimes, he afks for leave to do farther 
mifchief, and to enter into a large herd of 
{wine ; defirous, it is pretended, to bring 
an odium upon Jefus, as the author of the 
mifchief. Could the devil expect fuch a 
tequeft to be granted? Laftly, when he 
had procured for himfelf and his affoci- 
ates the quarters he defired, why did he, 
by deftroying the {wine, lay himfelf and 

his 
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his legion under a neceflity of fecking new 
ones, which, he acknowledges, were not 
to be had in that country without the 
confent of our Saviour? Nay, he feems 
to have afked leave to enter the {wine with 
a farther view, viz. to prevent his being 
fent immediately to the place of punifh- 
ment. How abfurd then was it wilfully 
to expofe himfelf to the evil he depre- 
cated, by drowning the whole herd? 
Would you, if you were in your fenfes, 
_ pull down your houfe, in which you wifh- 
ed, and were allowed to live, if you knew 
that, whenever it was deftroyed, you 
fhould for fome paft crime, be confined 
in a dreadful dungeon, and fuffer upon the 
rack ? On the whole, I am not able to 
difcern, in any part of the demoniac’s be~ 
haviour, the figns of extraordinary faga- 
city, fuch as mark the agency of a fpirit 
of celeftial origin; and therefore can fee 
no reafon to believe, that any fuch {pirit 
made ufe of the organs of the man to carry 


ona converfation with Jefus. 
| On 
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~ On the contrary, the behaviour of the 
demoniac, from the view we have already 
taken of it, appears to be that of a mad- 
aman, agreeably to the exprefs reprefenta- 
tion of him in the hiftory*. Nor is any 
one circumftance mentioned concerning 
him inconfiftent with this reprefentation. 
Here it fhould be obferved, that it was a 
common opinion amongft the Jews, if not 
-amoneft all the people of the Eaft, in the 
belief of which the Gadarene demoniac 
muft have been educated, that the punith- 
ment of the f{pirits of wicked men would 
not be completed till the day of judg- 
ment’. It muft be obferved farther, that 
Jefus had been long famed for expelling 
demons, and thereby exercifing an abfo- 
lute power over them. Nor is there any 
reafon to fuppofe, that this demoniac was 
a ftranger to his fame in this refpet' : 
for, though a confiderable time had 
elapfed fince his firft feizure with madnefs, 
yet his diforder only returned at certain 


d See above, chap. I. p. 100, &c. 

* See Job xxvi. 5. explained above, p. 211, and 
pi. 262; 32a 

* See above, chap. II. p. 245, 
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feafons, with intervals of fanity between 
them*®. Every one knows, that madmen 
are often diftinguifhed by the quicknefs 


_ andacutenefs of their natural parts. Their 


lucid intervals fometimes laft for a confi- 
derable time; and, in fome cafes, a fingle 
moment makes a vaft alteration. Even 
under their diforder, they fometimes fay 
things furprifingly juft, far more fo than 


any thing faid by the Gadarene demoniac. 


They reafon rightly from wrong princi- 
ples, and appear both raving and fober at 
the fame time, efpecially on different fub- 
jects. We mutt add, that the unhappy 
man, whofe cafe we are confidering, being, 
like other demoniacs, firongly tinctured . 
with the common opinion about poffef- 
fions, fancied himfelf really poffeffed'; 
nay, fometimes (as was ufual in fuch cafes) 
perfonatedthe demon by whom he thought 
himfelf infpired, and fpoke as if he was 
himfelf that verydemon. Now, his con- 
duct is the natural refult of the principles 

=P. 246. 

" This is juftiy reckoned as a fymptom of mad- 
nefs by P, Augineta, cited by Wetftein, v. i. p. 


281, 
, and 
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and impreffions here explained, and of a 
difordered underftanding. 

Perceiving at a diftance the company, 
at the head of which was Jefus, the de- 
moniac, then in the height of his diforder, 
ran to them®, as he was wont to do to all 
paflengers, whom he was eager to affault : 
for we are told, that he was exceeding fierce, 

So that no man might pafs that way'. Our 
Lord obferving his approach, faid, Come 
out of the man, thou unclean fpirit™. ‘This 
language is by two evangelifts exprefly 
affigned as the reafon of the demoniac’s 
addrefs to Chrift', and confequently was 
. h Mark v. 6, 
_ i Mat, viii. 28, Similar examples, were they 
waated, might be found in Wetften. in loc, p. 354. 
‘Thefe demoniacs were chiefly dangerous to ftran- 
gers, who pafied pretty near the tombs, whence they 
might be fuddenly and unexpectedly affaulted, The 
fwine-herds, though at no very great diftance, 
might have no apprehenfion of. danger, either on 
account of their own fuperior numbers, or on ac- 
count of their former fuccefs againft the madmen, 
who are not wont to ren¢w their affault upon thofe 
by whom they have been once feverely handled. 

* Mark v. 8. Luke viti. 29, 

1 For he had commanded the unclean fpirit to come 


out of the man, Luke viii, 29. Mark v. 8. 
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prior to it. Hence the demoniac con- 
cluded, that the perfon who addreffed him — 
was the fame who was fo famed all over 
Judea for his power over demons, and he 
wor fbipped, or fell dawn before. hin, acknow- 
ledging him to be. the Son of God". It is 
obfervable, that fome {pace of time inter- 
vened between the command of Chrift 
and the cure of the demoniac, though, on 
other: occafions, his commands were zu- 
fiantly obeyed. H ere the execution of it 
was fufpended, and aconverfation carried 
on with the demoniac, to give the f{pecta- 
tors, who were ftrangers to him;, an op- 
portunity of deliberately obferving his vi- 
fage and behaviour, (which manifefted 
the great diforder of his mind) as well.as 
to prepare the way for the event that im-. 
mediately fucceeded the cure of the de- 
moniac. No fooner, however, did Chritt 
fay, Come out, thou unclean fpirit, than the 
demoniac was awed and checked ap aS TA. 


* Mark. 7. Luke viii. 28. QienpivesoiAiiiai 35-38. 
" His awe of Chrift might be owing to fome fu- 


was 
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was neceflary he fhould, to prevent his 
doing mifchief to the company. But, 
inftead of rejoicing in the hope of deli- 
verance from his prefent mifery, and be- 
ing thankful to Jefus for the favour de- 
fined him, he conceives himfelf injured, 
is difpleafed, and remonftrates: What 
have I to do with thee, thou Son of the Moft 
High God? Believing himfelf to be an 
evil demon, or that he was a€tuated bya 
demon {peaking in and by him, he feels a 
dread of Chrift’s power ; and, in the name 
of the demon, or his own, he befeeches and 
adjures Chrift not to torment him’. He 


 pernatural impreffion, or elfe be the mere effe& of 
Chrift’s rebuke. It is well known, that even the 
fierceft_ madmen are liable to ftrong impreffions of 
fear, and are often reftrained by. threatenings. See 
Mead’s Med, Sacr. p. 79, 80.. The following ac- 
count is given by Aétius, iii. 8, 9, de Melancholia : 
Viryvovras df 0b WorAol twv perayyormav dero. In 
the cafe before us, the demoniac was certainly. 
much afraid of Chrift ; and, on this account, it is 
probable, forbore to aflault the company. 
© It is dificult to determine the precife. ideas of 
the madman, when he befought Chritt not to torment 


pleads 
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pleads with him, that the time appointed 
for the punifhment of wicked {pirits was 


him before the time, Mat, viii, 29. I cannot forbear 
to mention Wetitein’s interpretation of this paflage, 
which may deferve to be examined, Non quod 
aliquando tempeftivum eflet torqueri, fed ita loquun= _ 
tur maniaci ; recordabantur, quomodo vi et vincu- 
lis conftrigti, modo medicamentum ingratum & pur-. 
gans bibere, modo venz fectionem pati, & ad prae- 
fcriptum medici vivere fuerint coacti, quibus fimila 
‘metuebant. ‘That maniacs were anciently treated 
with great feverity, appears from the teftimonies 
produced by Wetftein, p. 355, and from Celfus, 
lib, iii, cap. 18, who recommends punifhing fuch 
of them as do mifchief with hunger, chains, and 
ftripes, What was dreaded, feems to be, not fuch 
treatment, but the being fent to the abyfs. Compare 
the language of another demoniac parallel to this: 
Art thou come to deftroy us ? Mark i, 24. Luke iv. 34. 
It is very remarkable, that not only this demo= 
niac, but others, (Mark i, 24.) exprefs great per= 
turbation at the fight of Chrift, and the apprehen- 
fion of being cured. If you fay it was the devil who 
exprefled this perturbation ; I anfwer, Why then 
did he not immediately withdraw himfelf from the | 
prefence of Chrift, and enter and torment perfons at 
a diftance ? It is certain, that the demoniacs 
{peak as if they themfelves were demons ; and 
they might fancy themfelves really fuch, more 
naturally than fancy their being many other things; 
NOE 
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not yetcome; and feemingly upbraids 
him with an intention of infli@ing that 
punifhment before the time. Then drop- 
ping the thought of the day of judgment, 
he expects fome marks of difpleafure ims 
mediately ; what he could not tell, whe- 
ther being banifhed from that country, or 
drowned in the fea, or fenttotheabyfs. Our 
Saviour, to give the fpectators a ftill farther 


Celius Aurelian, Morb, Chron. i, 5, de Mania‘ 
Furens alius fe paflerem exiftimavit,- alius gallum 
gallinaceum, alius fictile, alius laterem, aliusdeum. 
And P, Afgineta, iii, 14, de melancholia et 
infania, et his qui numine afflati putantur : Putant 
aliqui fe animalia bruta efle, et illorum voces imi- 
tantur : aliqui vero vafa teftacea fe effe putant, et 
ne frangantur timent.—-Quidam vero etiam putant, 
fe ab aliquibus majoribus poteftatibus impeti. 

Now, a madman, who conceived himfelf to bea . 
demon, or who reprefented one, being accommodat- 
ed, as he thought, witha fuitable habitation, and 
believing that Jefus was that extraordinary prophet 
who caft out demons, might be (as the demoniacs 
of the Gofpel were) greatly terrified at Jefus’s ap- 
proach, left he fhould be expelled by him, and per- 
haps fubjected to fome additional or premature pu- 
nifhment. See above, p. 262, 263. 


jut 
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Opportunity of obferving the height of his 
diftraGion, as well as for the other reafon 
jutt now mentioned, continued the con- 
verfation, and‘ afked him, What is thy 
names? We anfwered, like a madman, 
who thought himfelf poffeffed with a mul- 
titude of demons, or that he was one of 
the number, My name is legion , jor we are 
many, more than fix thoufand. He could © 
not know that he was poffeffed by a fingle 
demon, much lefs that he was poffeffed by 
a vaft multitude of demons; but he {poke 
what his diforder fuggefted ; and either 
fancied himfelf to be a legion of demons, 
or to be actuated by a legion. He con« 
founds himfelf with thofe fpirits under 
whole influence he fuppofed himfelf to 
fpeak and act. | 


4 This queftion, in any other view that that here 
pointed out, feems liable to many other objections 
befides thofe mentioned by Rouffeau in the intro- 
duction. Would Chrift afk the devil his name ? 
In what language did he expect an anfwer? For 
whofe information could that anfwer be defigned ¢ 
See above, p. 266. | 


T Jui 


27 4. On the Demoniacs . 
Juft at this inftant, as his eyes wandered, 
he difcerned at fome diftance a herd of 
{wine ; and, agreeably to the falfe appre-._ 
henfions he had of himfelf, faid, If thaw 
caft us out, fuffer us to go away into the herd 
of fwine.. A ftran ge requeft for an immate-. 
rial being, a pure {pirit, and one of celef-. 
- tialorigin, to.make! but not.at all unfuit- 
able to the character of a madman, that 
fancied himfelf to be, or that {poke in the 
name of, an unclean {pirit, who, next to 
tombs defiled by the bodies of dead. men, 
could find out no habitation more unclean, 
or more conformable to his ideas of hima 
felf, than. the body ofa {wine 
- Were it poflible to find out a rational 
meaning for every thing faid by the de- 
moniac, even this would not prove that 
he fpoke by the fuggeftion of the devil ; 
for madmen fometimes fay things furpriz- 
* Cum putarent,. fe immundos efle fpiritus, nom 
potuerunt aptius domicilium. fibi eligere poft fepul- 
chra quam porcos. Jalkut Rubeni f, 10, 2, Anima. 


idolatrarum qu venit a fpiritu immundo, vocatur: 
porcus: Wetftein.on Mat, viii, 31. 


ingly: 
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ingly juft, which is far from being the cafe 
with this demoniac, whofe whole condué ' 
feems to me to correfpond precifely to 
that of a mere madman, under thofe im- 
preffions which he had received from edu-— 
cation, and the information he gained in 
the intervals of his fanity. But the truth 
is, that: interpreters, to fupport a favourite 
hypothefis, afcribe to him fenfe and faga- 
city more than human, though the hifto- 
ry itfelf will warrant us to pronounce him 
difordered in his underftanding; and they 
force a rational conftruction upon the very 
‘circumftances, which feem to have been 
mentioned by the evangelifts with no 
other view than to illuftrate his infanity. 

4. It hath been alledged, that demoniacs 
difcovered more than human ftrength. 
This allegation is chiefly fupported by 
the cafe of the demoniac under the fore- 
going article, who had been often bound 
with chains and fetters, and had as often 
broke them‘. | 7 


* Mark v. 3, 45 
| ee The 
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- Theancients, perhaps, were lefs fkil- 
ful than the moderns in the methods of 
confining fuch unhappy perfons; and 
who is ignorant that mere madmen difco-' 
ver very amazing ftrength ‘, from:an ex- 
traordinary flow of animal {pirits, or from 
fome other caufe, efpecially in the moft 
violent paroxy{ms of their diforder? But. 
fo great is the force of prejudice, as to’ 
make the plaineft fymptoms of a natural 
difeafe, proofs of the interpofition of fu- 
perior beings. | 

I cannot conclude this fection without 
taking notice of the cafe of the demoniac 
at Ephefus, who is thought to have given 
proofs both of power and knowledge more 
than human. To the Jewith exorcitts, 
who took upon them to call over thofe that 
had. evil fpirits the name of the Lord fefus, 
the evil fpirit (that is, the man who was 

¢ Caffii Problem. 61. Cur phrenetici et furiof 
in paroxy{mis robuftiores funt, virefque habent auc- 


tas? Wertftein on Mat, viii. p. 355. See alfo p.. 
354 (2). 


fup= 
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fuppofed to be poffefled by him *) /aid, 
fefus I know, and Paul I know; but who | 
are ye? ~The hiftorian adds, And the 
man in whom the evil fpirit was, leapt 
upon them, and overcame them". Before 
this event, St. Paul, for the {pace of two 
years, had cured all forts of difeafes, and 
ejected demons, in the name of Jefus, at 
Ephefus: how then.could this demoniac 
be ignorant either of Jefus or Paul? 
Moreover, the demoniac finding that cer- 
tain Jewith impoftors vainly pretended to 
the power of expelling demons, and fancy- 
ing himfelf to be a demon, or poffeffled by 
one, his indignation and rage(accelerating 
the motion of his blood and {pirits,) fup- 
plied him with new ftrength, and he af- 
faulted and vanquifhed the exorcilts, who 
were not prepared to make a defence, and 

* We aoe here a new proof, that the demon 
or evil fpirit is fometimes put for the demoniac, 


See above, p. 250, &c. 
" Acts xix, 10—-17. 
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were difgraced and difpirited by the public 
deteCtion of their impofture. . The difap- 
pointment and difgrace of thefe magicians 
ferved to vindicate the credit of St. Paul’s 
miracles, to create an high reverence of 
Jefus, in confirmation of whofe divine au- 
thority they were performed, and to deter 
others from profaning his facred name, 
by ufing it only as a charm *. 


* Hence it appears, that if this demoniac was 
affifted by a fupernatural power, this affiftance 
muft have proceeded from God, not from the evil 
{pirit, who could have no other aim, that to leffen 
the credit both of our Saviour and his apoftle, 
Nor could a difplay of the power of the demon on 
this occafion, produce any other effect, than creat- 
ing a fufpicion in the people, that Jefus and Paul 
were confederates with himfelf. If with this ma- 
Jicious view, he was.willing to bear teftimony to 
Chrift, what occafion was there for being compelled 
to bear it by God? and would God favour his ma- 
licious views? ‘The occurrence related, feems to 
have been providentially defigned to bring difgrace 
upon the Jewifh exorcifts, and thereby to anfwer 
the purpofes mentioned above, 


The 


of the New Teflament. — 29g. 
The more carefully I examine the lan- 
guage and behaviour of the New Tefta- 
ment demoniacs, the more difficult doth 
it appear to me to draw from them a proof 
of the reality of demoniacal poffeffions. 
I cannot difcover in them clear and cer- 
tain marks of the interpofition of any fu-- 
perior agents, much lefs of infernal f{pirits, 
who certainly could have no great zeal to 
affert the honour of their enemy and 
avenger. In a word, if you will afcribe 
the conduct of the demoniacs to the 
agency of demons, you mutt allow that 
the latter acted out of character, and were 
as mad as the demoniacs themfelves could 
be. 
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Si? Con a 


Farther argument in favour of real 
pofieffions is taken from the deftruc- 
tion of the herd of {wine, which the de- 
mons are faid to have entered, and ftimu- 
Jated to inftantaneous madnefs”... This 
cafe is confidered by fome as a decifive 
proof of the power of demons, both over 
the human and brutal race, and is thought 
even to have been purpofely defigned by 
Providence, to convince us.of this prin- 
ciple, and to refute the oppofite opinion. 
To enervate this argument, Dr. Sykes. 
fuggefted", and Dr. Lardner” ftrenuoufly 
contended, that che fwine were frighted by 
the two madmen, and fo driven down the 
precipice into the fea. On the other hand, 
the advocates of the common hypothefis 


w Mat. viii. 30. Mark v. 11. Luke viii, 32. 
* Inquiry, p. 52. 
¥ Cafe, p.17, 101. and Remarks on Dr, Ward, 
p- 17. | ; 
infitt 
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infift upon it, (to my apprehenfion, with 
great reafon,) that it was impoffible for 
two men, however fierce, to put fo vat a 
herd of {wine as two thoufand into mo- 
tion in an inftant, and to caufe them all to 
ruth with violence down a precipice into 
the fea; fwine, contrary to the nature of 
moft other animals, running different 
ways’ when they are driven*, But this 
part of the controverfy might well be 
fpared ; it not appearing from the hiftory, 
that the men ever fell upon the herd, or 
made any attempt to drive them into the 
fea. Nay, the hiftory exprefly refers their 
deftruction to a different caufe from the 
behaviour of the madmen, | 

To underftand the true ftate of the 
cafe, which doth not feem to have been 
attended to by the writers on either fide 

7 Not to add, that it was next to impoffible, 
that thefe two men fhould overcome all thofe who 
tended the {wine ; efpecially as, in order to compafs 
the herd, they muft have feparated from each other, 
And indeed had they, under the influence of their 
diforder, driven the {wine into the fea, it is flrange 


they did not follow them there, 


of 
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of the queftion, we muft recolleé that 
thofe perfons who were anciently thought 
to be pofleffed, were difordered in their 
underftandings. Thefe two, poffeffion 
and madnefs, were imagined to bear to 
each other the relation of caufe and effeét, 
and accordingly to commence and ceafe 
together. When demons were fuppofed 
to enter any creature, immediately he grew 
mad; when they departed, this diforder 
was removed. The evsdence of their en- 
trance was madnefs ; and a compofed be- 
haviour was the evidence of their depar- 
ture. And therefore, when it is faid, in 
the cafe under confideration, that the de- 
mons went out of the madmen, and ezfer~ 
ed the fwine; the evangelifts, if you inter- 
pret their language agreeably to the po- 
pular opinion on which it is founded, 
muit mean, that the madmen, in confe- 
quence of the departure of the demons, 
were cured, and reftored to their right 
mind‘; and that the {wine, in. confe- 


* This appears from Mark v. 15, Luke viii. 35. 
where the man is defcribed as being im bis right mind, 
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quence of the demons entering them, 
were infected with rage and madnefs ; 
the cure of the former, and the madnefs 
of the latter, being the very ground upon 
which it was concluded, that the demons 
had quitted the one, and taken poffeffion 
oftheother. The evangelifts muft farther 
mean by this language, that the men were 
cured defore the {wine were difordered ; 
otherwife theywould not have fpoken of 
the demons as pafling out of the former 
into the latter: When they came out of the 
men, they entered the herd of fwine*, 

It appears likewife from the hiftory, 
that at the time the demoniacs were cured, 
they were prefent with Chrift ; and the 
herd of {wine at /ome diftance from them*, 


after the demons were departed from him, See 
above, p. 100, &c. 
® Luke viii. 32. Mat. viii. 32. 
® In Mat. viii. 30. we read, There was a good 
way off from them an herd of many [wine feeding, "Hy 
O pucinpay cm wirwv, x. 7A. But St. Mark fays, 
There was THERE nigh to (or on) the mountains, (many. 
manu{cripts, verfions,and printed copies read in the 
Never- 
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Neverthelefs, no fooner was leave afked 
for the demons to enter the herd, than it 


fingular number, wpos Tw optt, the mountain) a great 
Berd of fwine ‘feeding. And St. Luke (chap. viii, 
32.) confirms this account-of St. Mark, There was 
there on the mountain, Hv dt exes ev 0 Gpes, an: herd of 
many fwine. A learned and very ingenious friend 
conjectures, that the original in St. Matthew con- 
tained the negative particle, as the Vulgate now 
doth, Erat autem won longe ab illis ; which read- 
ing was approved by Beza, and other learned writs 
ers. He adds, ** Dr, Mill, in his note on Mat, 
Vill, 30. conjectures that the negative particle was 
added in the Vulgate by Jerome ; but it is to be 
obferved, that’the particle is in a manufcript now 
extant, which is fuppofed to have been written by 
Eufebius of Vercelli before Jerome flourifhed. It 
is alfo in four other very ancient Latin manuicripts, 
publifhed by Blanchiniin his Evangeliarium Qua- - 
druplex.. Concerning the Eufebian. manufeript, 
Dr. Kennicott (Hebrew Text, vol. i. p. 306.) ob- 
. ferved, ‘* that Blanchini had lately printed a manu- 
{cript of the Gofpels in the old Latin verfton writ 
by Eufebius, who died in the year 371, which might 
therefore be above 1380 years old.” In farther 
confirmation of the reading of the Vulgate, my 
friend obferves, ** that the Perfic verfion, in Mat. 
Vill. 30. reads, Erat PROPE eos grex porcorum 
(agreeably to the fame verfion, Mark y,11,) and 

ae was 
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was granted : Forthwith, or immediately, 
Sofis gave them leave, and faid unto them, 


that if this verfion was made from the Syriac, (as 
Mill, in his Prolegom. No, 1370, 1472, and Mi- 
chaelis, in his Introductory Lectures, fect. 59. af- 
fert) it is probable that this latter verfion originally 
agreed with the Vulgate ; and that it hath been 
fince altered, as the verfions have been in many in-. 
ftances, in conformity to the corrupted Greek, See 
Dr. Kennicott’s Obfervations-on 1 Sam. Vi, 19. Ps 
37> 38. Should that celebrated perfon, who is now 
employed in collating the manufcripts of the Old 
Teftament, undertake to collate thofe of the New, 
(a tafk for which he is fo eminently qualified, and 
of equal importance with that in which he is now 
engaged). we fhall then be able to determine, whe- 
ther any Greek manufcripts fupport the reading of 
the Vulgate. In the meantime, it is proper to 
obferve, that, in the opinion of many, there is no 
contradi@tion between Matthew (according to the 
_prefent reading ) and the other evangelifts; for the 
word pooepay, ufed by the former, may. here. only 
denote fome diffance. It is applied, in the, Septua- 
gint, and other writings, to fuch as is not very con- 
fiderable,. Exod, xxxiii, 7. Joh, iii. 4. Vide Mill. 
Kufter. & Wetften, on Mat. viii. 30.. The Sy- 
riac verfion is, Erat ultra ipfos grex porcorum, ft 
appears from the hiftory, that no fooner had Jefus 
landed, than he was met by the demoniac; and 


Gow 
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Go. Then went the demons out of the men; 
and entered into the herd of fwine’, The 
demoniacs, therefore, were cured upon the 
{pot, while the fwine continued feeding 
quietly by themfelves; and confequently 
they had: 0° opportunity of falling upon 
them and forcing them down a precipice 
into the fea. Farther, the men, at this 
time, could have xo di/pofition to make any 
fuch attempt upon the herd’; for we have 
feen, that Jefore the latter grew mad, or 


that’on or near the very fame mountain, at the 
foot of which Jefus ftood, the herd of fwine was 
feeding; at fome diftance, though not fuch as was 
very confiderable, fo as either to prevent their being 
feen by the demoniacs, or the fwineherds from being 
witnefles of what pafled. It-is no improbable con- 
jecture of my worthy friend, that fome of the 
fwineherds, (for many mufthave been employed in’ 
looking after\fo large a herd) feeing the ‘croud of 
people, might be drawn by curiofity to the very 
{pot where Jefus ftood, and were hereby enabled 
with certainty to inform the people of the city, both 
of the cure of the demoniacs, and of the deltruction 
of the fwine, which they did immediately, 
* Mark v, 13. Mat, viii: 32, Luke viii, 33. 


appeared 
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appeared under any diforder, the former 
were reftored to their right mind; or, in, 
ether words, the demons had eft a men 
before they took poffeffion of the {wine.. 
The men, therefore, if the words of the 
evangelifts are to be our guide, neither 
drove, nor attempted.to drive, the herd 
into the fea, ,Had the fpeétators feen them. 
engaged in fuch.a mad and mifchievous, 
attempt, they would not have thought the 
demons had left them, butconfidered them 
fill. as poflefied; madmen. The hiftory,, 
itis certain, doth exprefly afcribe the de- 
ftruction. of the {wine, not to their being: 
driven by the demoniacs, but to the entrance 
of demons intg,them,.or to their. being feized 
with the fame diforder frony which the. 
men were relieved, and which was,thought 
to be caufed by demons. The evangelifts, 
even fuppofing them to have adopted the 
common hypothefis, would not have faid, 

that the demons had entered the fwine, if 
the latter had only been purtued by the: . 
demoniacs. 


Nor 
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~ Nor can'T' fee any room to difpute the 
teftimony of the evangelifts in this matter. 
For, whatever their opinion was with res 
fpect to the caufe of thefe men’s diforder, 
which was fecret and invifible ; all mutt 
allow, that they were capable judges of 
the diforder itfelf, of its outward Symptoms 
and effects, which fell under the notice of 
their fenfes. They, and all who were pre- 
fent, though they could not-fee the de- 
mons paffing from the men into the {wine, 
yet could not but fee whether the men 
were cured of their madnefs, and the {wine 
infected with the fame diforder: they 
could not but fee at what time thefe dif- 
ferent events happened ; whether the 
madmen, while they were ftill under the 
power of their diforder in the higheft de- 
gree, fell upon the {wine with great vio-. 
lence, and fo caufed them to precipitate 
themfelves into the fea; or whether, after 
their cure, (evinced by the cempofure of 
their behaviour) and while they were at 
fome diftance from the herd, the fwine 

grew 
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Stew mad, and, without any other reafon 
for it, ruthed with fury into the- water. 
And therefore, if we believe them to be 
faithful hiftorians, we muft give them 
credit when they declare the following 
obvious and fenfible fa, that juft after the 
men became compofed, (or, in their own 
language, juft after the demons left them) 
the fwine became outrageous, (or the de- 
mons entered them), and, to the aftonith- 
ment of the {pectators, rufhed upon their 
own deftruGtion. “ Behold! the whole herd 
of fwine, confilting of two thoufand, ran 
violently down a fteep place into the fea. 
The {wineherds were of the fame opinion 
with the evangelifts, with regard to the | 
fact in queftion; for the abfent Gadarenes, 
who received their information from the 
fwineherds, had no apprehenfion that the 
madmen were the caufe of the deftruction 
of the fwine, but confidered it as a divine 
judgment: for they were /eized with great 
fear, and prayed Ff efus to depart out of their 

U | coafis 3 
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coafis* ; dreading, without doubt, fome 
new calamity from the exertion of Chrift’s 
power. Nor did our Saviour contradict 
this opinion; though he might, without 
oppofing their prejudices concerning de- 


* Mark v. 16,17, Extraordinary manifeftations 
of the divine power and prefence being awful and 
affecting, (Exod. XX, IQ. XXXIil, 20. XXXIV. 30. 
Judg, vi. 22. ch. xiii, 22. Luke ii,8—15. v. 8——r0. 
Mark iv. 41. Luke vii. 25. Mat. xvil. 6, 7.) Dr. 
Lardner afcribes the fear of the Gadarenes to the 
cure of the demoniacs, as the effects of a divine 
power: but he is forced to allow, that they were 
apprebenfive of fuffering in their worldly interefts, 
which the miraculous lofs of the fwine alone could 
occafion. See his Remarks on Ward, p. 19——22. 
Befides, a miracle, whatever awe and dread it may 
imprefs upon the perfons prefent, is never faid to 
_ produce this effect upon the abfent to whom it is re- 
lated, unlefs when it was punitive and alarming in 
its very nature, Thedread felt upon the fight of a 
beneficent miracle, arifes from its being a fenfible 
token of a peculiar exertion of the power of God 
at the inftant of its performance; and therefore the 
great fear with which the whole multitude of the coun- 
try of the Gadarenes round about were feized, cannot 
be accounted for by a bare relation of the cure of 
the demoniac, 

mons,. 
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mons, have plainly told them, had that 
been the real truth, that the {wine were 
frighted into the fea by the demoniacs, 
and thereby have removed their prejudices 
againtt him(elf. For thefe reafons, I can- 
not accede to the opinion of thofe learned 
writers, who afcribe the oan of the 
{wine to the madmen. 

Neither can I fee any juft ground for 
afcribing it to the agency of demons. We 
have before fhewn how groundlefs,andhow 
abfurd it is, to attribute to human fpirits 
fuch a power as pofleffions imply. The 
arguments urged above againft the fuppofi- 
tion of their entering the bodies of men, 
and ftimulating them to madnefs, conclude 
with equal (or nearly equal) force againft 
their having the like power over the drute 
creation. Reafon and experience, our only 
guides in the ftudy of nature, loudly re- 
claim againft this doctrine. If we fuppofe, 
(and we fhall, in the next fe¢tion, endea- 
vour to prove that it is not a groundlefs 
fuppofition) that the evangelifts, in recit- 

4 ane 
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ing the cafe of the demoniacs, have only 
borrowed an accuftomed mode of {peech, 
without defigning to give a fanétion to 
the opinion on which it was at firft found- 
ed; all that can be inferred from their 
faying, that the demons came out of * the men, 
and entered the herd of fwine, is, that the 
madnefs of the former was transferred to 
the latter, inthe fame fenfe as the leprofy of 
Naamanwas to cleave toGehazi,and to his feed 
jor ever |. We allow what a learned writer 


* How little ftrefs fhould be laid upon its being 
faid, the demons came out of the man, may appear 
from hence, that the leprofy is faid to depart, or to 
go from the leper, (amnalev am autre) when he was 
cured, Mark i. 42, Luke v. 13, 

!'> Kings v. 27. Compare Numb. xi. 16, 17. 
Iwill take of the fpirit which is upon thee, and will 
put it upon them, Dr. Lardner (Cafe of Demoniacs, 
p.17.) will not allow that the lunacy was transferred 
from the men to the fwine, becaufe this implies, 
that the deftruction of the latter was owing to the 
interpofition of Chrift, whofe miracles, the doctor 
apprehends, were all benevolent, except the wither. 
ing a ufelefs fig-tree, But was not his driving 
the profane traders out of the court of the Gen~ 


con= 
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contends for, that in the cafe before us, 
the power of imagination could have no place”. 
It was never faid, that the {wine fancied 
themfelves poffeffed; their diforder, I ad-’ 
mit, was rea/, but not therefore demonzacal. 
So great a miracle as that wrought upon 
them, can be afcribed to no other agency 
than that of God. Accordingly, we are 
told, that it was performed at the word 
or command of Chrift: Forthwith ‘fe/us 


tiles at the Jewifh paliover, a punitive miracle * ? 


2 
Son, 


And, in the cafe before us, the doétor allows, (p. 
18.) that Chriff’s leave was afked, and granted ; which 
is making Chriit anfwerable for what was done, 

* Dr..Warburton, .p..2235:224: 


..* Some doubt whether this was any miracle at all; but 
~ whoever coniiders, that thofe who ufually came from all parts 
to celebrate the paffover; were not fewer in number than 
three millions, (Jofeph. Bell. Jud. lib. 11. cap. 14. § 3. See” 
alfo lib. vi. cap. ix. § 3.) atid that, in the court of the Gen- 
tiles, were expofed to fale, by authority of the Jewith rulers, 
all the animals that were to be offered up in facrifice, (not 
lefs than 256, 500, according to Jofephus, Bel. Jud. lib. vi. 
cap. 9. § 3. p. 399, ed. Havercamp.) and whatever elfe 
the jervice of the fanétuary required ; and that neither the 
mercenary traflickers, nor any of the multitude made any 
oppofition to Chrift, will perhaps be of opinion, that they 
were intimidated and overawed by a divine power, and 
agree with Jerome, (in Matt. tom. ix. p. 31. ed. Bafil, 1516). 
that it was the molt wondertul of all the miracles of Jefus. 


Us | GAVE 
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gave them (the demons, the reputed caufes 
of madnefs) leave, and {aid unto them, Go. 

Should any inquire into the reafons of 
this divine difpenfation, I might anfwer, 
that he who gave life to all, hath a right 
to refume it, and doth often refume it, 
both from men and beafts, and vifit their 
bodies with diforders, for reafons un- 
fearchable by the human underftanding ; 
but many wife and important purpofes were 
anfwered by the miraculous deftruétion” 
of the {wine. | 

1, It was a juft punifhment of the 
owners. For though Jofephus calls Ga- 
dara (near which this miracle was wrought) 
a Greek city’, and it was a part of the pro- 
vine of Syria ; yet, during the reign of 
Herod, it had belonged to Judea, on which 
country it bordered, and was, no doubt, 

-™ Some think the lofs was inconfiderable to the 
owners of the fwine, as the Heathens would not 
{cruple eating the flefh of /frangled animals. 

° Antig. lib, xvii, cap. 11.$ 4. He elfewhcre 


(Bell. Jud. lib, ii,c, 18, § 1.) fpeaks of it as a city 
of the Syrians, 
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in part inhabited by Jews, who probably 
owned the {wine; for to that people 
Chrift’s perfonal miniftry was confined, 
and on their territory he then ftood. Now, 
the Jews were prohibited ’ by the laws-of 
Hyrcanus from keeping {wine, and by the 
law of Mofes from partaking of them as 
food’. Their breach of the former natu- 
rally led to the violation of the latter. Our 
- Lord,though he declined aGting as a magif- 
rate, yet, asa prophet, he might be com- 
miflioned by God, to punith them either 
for this or any other crimes. And there 

See Dr. Doddridge’s Fam. Expof, vol. i. p. 
428, ad, edit, Dr. Whitby and Grotius on Mat. 
vill. 31. 

1 From this prohibition of Mofes, fome have 
inferred, that it is very improbable that the Jews 
fhould breed up fwine. But that the Jews did 
breed up fwine, is evident from the laws of Hyr- 
canus againft this practice, The owners of the 
fwine here fpoken of, fuppofing them to be Jews, 
very probably bred them for fale (in part,) having 
an opportunity of difpofing of them to the Greeks 


in Gadara, and other Heathens, in whofe neigh 
bourhood they lived, 


U 4 : was 
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wasithe greater.propriety in Ais doing it 
for their ‘offence, as they were not fubje@ 
to the jurifdiaion of thé Jewith Sanhe- 
drim; living under heathen government.’ 
The difpofition they difcovered upon this 
6ééafion, “in being’ more imprefled with 
the lofsof their fubftance than’ with the 
miraclé* wrought for their conviction, 
fhews how well they deferved correction; 
as thé ‘miracle itfelf ferved to manifeft 
Chrift’s own regard ‘to the law of God. | 
1oig; The défiruction of the fwine ferved to 
afcertain the reality, and to fpread the 
Jame of the miracle performed upon the 
demoniacs. No miracle is more fafpicious 
than the fuppofed expulfion of demons, 
abftracted from the cure of bodily difor- 
ders, there being much room left for col- 
lufion between the perfon imagined to be 
poffeffed and the exorcift. | Frauds of this 
kind, both amongft Jews and Gentiles, 
were;common in that age; as they have 
alfo fince been .in-a-very: {candalous degree 
amongft Chriftians. But it is felf-evident, 
that 
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that a herd of fwine could not be confede- 
rates in any fraud. Thofe who were 
ftrangers to the demoniacs (and fuch the 
attendants: of Chrift probably were) 
could not doubt of the reality of their 
diforder or its cure, when they faw it fo 
wonderfully transferred to the fwine. 
Hereby Chrift eftablithed the credit, not 
only of the miracle performed upon thefe, 
but upon all other demoniacs, for the con- 
vidtion and benefit of mankind. That 
Chrift’s intention was benevolent, more 
efpecially towards the Gadarenes, is cer- 
tain from his refufing to give the perfons 
whom he cured leave to accompany him, 
and ordering them to acquaint their coun- 


* Befides his own difciples, and the failors who 
belonged to the fhip in which Chrift and his dif- 
ciples had arrived, he was attended by many others, 
(Mark 1. 36.) and all of them it is probable were 
{trangers to the demoniacs, . Before this time, he 
was followed with uncommon, zeal by multitudes 
wherever he went,.: Mark i. 45.. Luke iv. 42, 43. 
Lardner againit Ward, p. 13. 


‘trymen, 
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trymen, how great things God had done for 
them’. 

The lofs of the {wine would propagate 
the fame‘, as well as eftablith the reality 
of the miracle performed upon thefe de- 
moniacs. Thecure of a demoniac in this 
obfcure part of the country, might have 
been little known or remembered, had it 
not been attended with fome extraordina- 
ry and affecting circumitances ; fuch as 
would neceflarily excite the attention of 


f Mark v. 19. Luke viii. 39. Concerning one 
of the demoniacs, we are told, that he did ac- 
cordingly publifh in Decapalis how great things ‘fefus 
bad done for him, And all men did marvel,: Mark 
vy. 20. As the demoniacs were well known in 
thefe parts, their cure muft have a greater effet 
here, than amonegft perfect ftrangers. 

* They that fed the fwine filed, and told it in the 
city, and in the country, divulged every where both 
the lofs of the fwine, and the cure of the demo- 
niacs, Mat. vii, 32. Mark v. 14. Hereupon the 
people came in a body to Jefus, faw with aftonifh- 
ment, the demoniacs reftored to the ufe of their 
yeafon, and received a particular account and full 
confirmation of what had befallen the fwine. 


Mark y. 15, 16. Luke viii. 35, 36, 
man~= 
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mankind, and naturally lead them to aa 
inquiry into the character of Chrift, and 
thus prepare them to receive the fubfe- 
quent preaching of his apoftles. Moft 
highly beneficial to them was this mira- 
cle, if their temporal lofs was the means 
of their gaining everlafting bleffings. — 

3. The miracle performed upon the 
{wine was calculated to correct the falfe 
notions, concerning the power of demons, 
which were entertained in that age, as 
well by Jews as Gentiles, by both of 
whom Gadara was inhabited. Very far 
were either of them from wanting (what 
fome have fuppofed it was the exprefs 
defign of Chrift on this occafion to give 
them) proofs of the great power of de- 
mons over mankind. The belief of their 
power was already too deeply rooted in 
the minds of men, and was the ground of 
much idolatry and fuperftition. 

Let us examine then the nature of the 
miracle in queftion, and fee whether it 
contains any proof of the power of de- 

mons, 
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mons. Theoutward and fenfible offett, 
which was all that could be defigned for 
the conviGicn of mankind, confifted in 
transferring the diforder of the demoniacs 
to the {wine ; or rather in the {wine be- 
coming mad, immediately. after the men 
were cured. Now, upon what ground 
do;you affirm that this effect was pro- 
duced by demons? If they had any con- 
cern in it, it was by foliciting che inter- 
pofal of Chrift; which looks like an ac- 
knowledgement of their own impotence. 
It took place at the. commaand.of Chrif: : 
tohim therefore, and to that divine power 
by which he acted, it is moft-natural.to 
refer it. You allow that God was the au- 
thor of the miracles performed upon. the 
demoniacs.. The hiftory afcribes them to 
him in the moft exprefs terms.*, calling 
them, (as we have jut now feen) great 
things whieh God had done for the. dema- 
niacs ; not things which he permitted the 
devil to do for them. Now, the hiftory 

_ P.. 298, note *, | 
will 
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will no more allow you to doubt of Gad’s 
being the author of the diforder of the 
_{wine, than of the cure of the demoniacs; 
for, by the fame fovereign word, GO, 
both thefe miracles were accomplifhed. 
‘You cannot therefore afcribe them to dif- 
ferent caufes. That the madne(s of the 
fwine was not owing to a demoniacal 
agency, is farther evident from hence, that 
their diforder terminated in their de- 
ftruction ; an event which it was the in- 
tereft of the demons to ufe all poffible 
means to prevent ; becaufe, according to 
(what is deemed) their own conceptions 
of things, it expofed them to fome terri+ 
ble punifhment*, _ Now, fince it clearly 
appears, that the madnefs of rhe fwine was 
not owing to the agency of demons, is it 
not a natural inference from hence, that 
the madnefs of the demaniacs was not ow- 
ing to that caufe; that the requeft in 
particular made in the name of the de- 
mons to enter the herd of fwine, and. 
confequently all the other parts of their 
PE 262, 269, oGs. 
con= 
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converfation with Chrift, did not proceed 
from a demoniacal influence? We hall 
hereafter have occafion to confider the 
language in which the evangelifts defcribe 
the cure of the demoniacs, and the difor- 
der of the {wine; we only obferve here,that 

the facts themfelves are referred to God. 
If the foregoing obfervations are juft, 
the hiftory before us does not exhibit a 
fingle inftance of the power and interpo- 
fition of demons ; though here, where 
we have famples of the higheft degrees of 
infanity, proofs of their agency were mott 
to be expected. At the fame time, it re- 
prefents God as the only being in the 
univerfe, who inflicts and removes difeafes 
at his pleafure, not excepting thofe which 
fuperftition afcribed to evil fpirits. On 
both thefe accounts, this hiftory, on which 
fo much ftrefs is laid by the advocates of 
real poffeffions, feems to me to difcredit, 
rather than confirm the extravagant no- 
tions which the Heathens, and (from 
them) 
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culous power of demons. | 

4. This miracle prevented feveral great 
inconveniences that would otherwife have 
attended the miniftry of Chrift.' As he 
was fent only to the fews ”, fo he never 
went out of their country *, and feemed 
backward to work miracles for the be- 
~nefit of the Gentiles”, in order to avoid 
giving unfeafonable offence to the Jews, 
before the Gofpel was offered them in its 
brighteft evidence. Now, the lofs which 
the Gadarenes fuftained, prevented both 
Jews and Gentiles in thofe parts from ap- 
plying to Chrift merely for the temporal 
benefit of his miracles, which was not 
their proper intention, and could not be 
difpenfed to the Gentiles without increaf- 


w Mat. xv. 24, chap. x. 6. , 
* In Mat. xv. 21. we read, that Chrift de-~ 
parted into the coafis of Tyre and Sidon, sis ra ion 
Tos x LidwvG. Lis hic eft ver/ds, ut tranftulit 
Syrus, Nam eis ra pebcorw inquit Marcus, ad 
, confinia Tyri &% Sidonis, Grot. in lee. 
Cee, RUSE. 27, 
ing 


ral 


304 On the Demoniacs 


ing the prejudices of the Jews. At the 
fame time, the behaviour of the Gada- 
renes, in intreating Chrift to depart out of 
"their coafts, ferves to thew how ill dif- 
pofed they were at that time to receive 
the /piritual blefings of the Gofpel ; which 
is a farther vindication of the conduct of 
Chrift-in declining all familiarity with 
them. With refpect to the Jews, this 
miracle, which was performed during 
the moft public part of Chrift’s miniftry, 
and while his popularity was at its greateft 
height, was ufeful or neceflary to ftrike 
an awe upon their minds, to prevent their 
raifing tumults in his favour, (as they 
were inclined to do) and their following | 
him merely from worldly motives. The 
intention of this work in fome degree 
correfponded to the miraculous punifh- 
ment of Ananias and Sapphira, which 
created a mighty reverence of the apoftles, 
and prevented unbelievers from joining 

| them- 
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themfelves to the Chriftian church, in or- 
der to fhare in its charitable donations *. 

Laftly, though the Gofpel, confidered | 
as a difpenfation of mercy, was, with great 
‘propriety, confirmed chiefly by miracles 
of mercy; yet it was neceffary there fhould 
be fome examples of feverity,to check the 
prefumption of mankind in all ages, and 
to warn them of the danger of rejectinga 
divine prophet, who, though he eminently 
appeared as the meflenger of God’s love, 
was alfo the appointed minifter of his 
juftice. 

Indeed, the deftruGion of the fwine, 
in fo very extraordinary a manner, could 
{carce fail of roufing the f{pectators of this 
miracle, and the numerous fufferers by 
it, into thought and refleftion, however 
loft they might be to more ingenuous 
motives. The fact was of fuch a nature, 
as to alarm the attention of the very ene- 
mies of Chrift, and to provoke ‘their 
inquiry into the evidence of it; for it 

2 Act, Veo1, 13, 


» carried 
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carried with it the face of injury and in- 
juftice towards the owners of the {wine, 
and confequently furnifhed them with a 
feeming objeCtion againft Jefus. A fri 
inquiry muft foon convince them of the 
fact ; and the fact itfelf, when maturely 
sefleGted upon, pointed out its author, 
God, who hath a right to difpofe of the 
lives of his creatures*. The life of the 
fwine was of no importance compared 
with the conviction, and {piritual in- 


2 Some have thought, that the deftruction of 
the fwine was a juft ground for -accufing Chrift 
Before the civil magiftrate. But fuch an accufation | 
‘muft have been formed upon the fuppofition of the 
truth of the miracle, and confequently muft have 
admitted, that Chrift acted by an immediate com- 
miffion from God, (whofe juftice, notwith{tand- 
ing the lofs fuftained, can no more be arraigned, 
when brute-creatures are deftroyed in a miraculous 
manner, than when they perifh by natural diftem- 
pers.) The enemies of Chrift were too wife to 
proceed_upon fuch grounds ; and the immediate 
_ fufferers, inftead of impeaching Chrift’s moral cha- 
‘rater, dreaded the continuance of fo great a pro= 
phet amongft them, left they fhould fuffer fome far- 

ther teftimony of the divine difpleafure, 


ftruction 
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firuction of mankind: the great objec 
which Chrift had in view’. 


\ 


§ Ee ORO ONE 


—w-’ HE moft popular argument in fa- 

vour of real poffeflions, is drawn 
from the language of Chrift and his 
apoitles, in performing and recording the 
cure of demoniacs, or in defcribing the 
cafe of thefe unhappy perfons. 

The facred hiftorians, it is alledged, 
affirm, that they brought to Fefus thofé 
that were pofeffed with demons*; and in 
like manner, that to the apoftles they 
brought them that were vexed with unclean 
Spirits’. St. Luke defcribes the damfel 
at Philippi, by faying, that /Le was po/- 

6 Non quod conceflerit Salvator dzmonibus, 
quod petebant; dixit, Jte: fed ut per interfectioy, 
hem porcorum hominibus falutis oecafio preberetur. 


Hieron. in Matt. tom. iv. p. 29. m, 7 | 
* Matt, iv. 24, Matk i, 32. 4 Adts v. 166 


X 2 Jefed 
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: Seffed with a fpirit of divination (of Python 
or Apollo. )—Demoniacs, it is farther urg- 
ed, are diftinguifhed from the difeafed : 
They brought unto him all that were difeaf- 
ed, and them that were poffeffed with de- 


mons’. Poffeffions are mentioned as dif- 


© Aas xviv 16. See alfo’ch, xix) 13.16. 

* Mark i. 32. The words may, however, as 
well be rendered, They brought unto him all that were 
difeafed, even them that were poffeffed with demons. 
(Compare v. 34.) Sometimes demoniacs are 
comprehended under the difeafed, as was fhewn 
above, p. 65, which feems to juftify the verfion 
here given of the paflage in queftion. The fol- 
lowing paflage in Luke alfo, (ch. vi. 17, 18.) 
may be thus rendered : 4 great multitude came to be 
healed of their difeafes, even they that were vextd with 
unclean fpirits, But fhould it be allowed, that re- 
puted demoniacs are in the New Teftament contra- 
diftinguifhed from the difeafed ; this would only . 
be one proof, amongft feveral others, of its adopt- 
ing the popular language on this fubje&t. With 
regard to Chrift’s commiffion to his apoftles, which 
runs thus: Heal the fick, cleanfe the lepers, raife the 
dead, caf? out demons, Matt. x. 8. fome think that 
cafting out demons is as much comprehended un- 
der healing the fick, as cleanfing lepers is. Poffibly 
however, neither of them is comprehended under 


tinct. 
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tinct cafes even from lunacies *.—The 
demons, it is faid, knew Jefus to be the 
Meffiah, and were forbidden to proclaim 
him under that character *.—In perform- 
ing cures upon the demoniacs, Jefus re- 
buked the demons’, and commanded them to 
come out*. St. Paul faid to the {pirit of 
Apollo, I command thee in the name of 
Fefus Chrift to come out of her’ (the dam- 
fel at Philippi.) And he came out of her 
the fame hour. In the cafe of the epi- 
leptic youth, Chrift charged the foul /pirit 


to come out of him, and to enter no more 


healing the fick, any more than raifing the dead 
is; and the feveral particulars: here fpecified, are 
fpoken of as fo many diftinct fpecies of miracles, 

® Matviv. 24. On what grounds the evangelical 
hiftory diftinguifhes poffefions from other difeafes, 
and from lunacies in particular,.was fhewn above, 
p. 118. 

hee aboves:eh. J]. lecty-l. bo OA9y 240. : 

* Matt. xviin 18. Mark ix, a5.. Luke ix: 49, 
Mark i..25., Luke iv. 35, | 

* Mark “i.ac. Luke iv. 35. .Matt..07. 18. 
Mark ix. 25, a 

' A& xvi. 18, 


ME into, 
: a 
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intq him™,——-The cure of demoniacs is 
defcribed by the expulfion or departure of 
the demon or demons, by which they were 
faid to be pofleffed, Jf I by the finger of 
God caft out demons». The demon came out of 
him, and hurt bin not°’. Unclean Spirits, 
crying out with a loud voice, came out of many 
that were poffeffed». The demons came out, 
and went into the berd of fwines. Out 
of Mary Magdalene went feven demons* 
—~ The ejeCtion of demons or cure of de- 
moniacs 18 diftinguithed from the healing 
of difeafes: “fefus cured many of phen 
infirmities, and plagues, and of evil fpirits 
Behold ! (fays Chrift,) I caft out demons, 


VEAL IX. 2 te 

» Matt. xii. 28. Luke xi. 20. 

S Uke 1p. 35 ¢ 

P AG. viii. 7. See alfo ch. xix, 11, 12, 

3 Matt, viii. 32, Ne 

* Luke viii. 2. compare Mark xvi, 9. 

€ Luke yii..21, In the original it is, Jéfus cured 
many of infirmities, and plagues, and evil fpirits. In 
Luke viil, 2, we read of women which had been 
healed of evil [pirits and infirmities, 


and 
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and I doscures'. The evangelical hiftory 
affirms, ‘fefus-caft out the fpirits with his 
qword, and healed all that were fick" He 
‘ gave the Twelve power againft unclean Jpi- 
vits to.caft them out, and.to heal all manner 
of ficknefs, and all manner of difeafe” Ace 
cordingly they caf out many demons, .and 
healed the fick’.—When the feventy, with 
great exultation,faid to their Lord »fiven the 
demons are fubject to us through thy name, 
Jefus, with a feeming reference to this 
event, teplied, I beheld Satan as lightning, 
Jall from heaven. He adds, Behold! J 
give you power to tread on ferpents and 
Scorpions, and over all the power of the ene- 
my; and nothing fball by any means hurt 
you. Notwithfianding in this rejoice not, that 
the fpirits are fubjedt unto you" “That I 


t Luke xii. 32. 

« Matt. viii. 16, fee alfo Mark i. 34. 

* Mat. x. 1,8. In like manner after his refur- 
ection, he faid, £2 my name Jhall they caft out de~ 
mons——they foall lay their hands on the fick, and “gp 
foall recover, Mark xvi. 17s 18. 

Y Mark vi. 13. = Luke X, 1% 20. 


D 4 may 
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may not omit any thing on which the 
advocates for real poffeffion lay any ftrefs, 
Tadd, that they farther plead, that there 
are paflages inthe New Teftament, where 
demons can not denote difeafes of any 

kind. St. Mark calls the Gadarene de- - 
moniac, Aim that had the legion*. And 
our Lord reprefents the unclean fpirit as 
taking to him feven other fpirits, more wick= 
ed than himfelf’. Now, how, we are afk- 
ed, can one man have a legion of difeafes ? 
or, can one difeafe, with deliberation and 
defign, take along with it feven others 

of a more grievous kind than itfelf? - 
From the feveral foregoing paffages of 
the New Teftament, it hath been infer- 
red, that both Chrift and his apoftles en- 
tertained and countenanced the doctrine 
of real poffeffions. And if it was an er- 
ror, ‘‘theinfpired teachers of the Gofpel”, 
we are told, ‘‘ muft needs be free from 
an error fo fatally affecting the religion 
hey were entrufted to propagate; and 
@ Mark v, 15, > Luke xi. 26. 

ought 
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ought therefore rather to have rectified 
that error, than knowingly confirmed the 
people in it.” | 

In order to anfwer. this objection, it is 
not neceflary to endeavour (as fome have 
done) to explain away the language of the 
New Teftament concerning demoniacs, 
or to force an unnatural conftruction upon 
it. However poflible it may be, by great 
learning and ingenuity, to ftrain fome of 
the paflages cited above, into a different 
meaning ; yet; whoever candidly confi- 
fiders them all, muft allow; at leaft, I 
do freely allow, that both our Saviour and 
_ his apoftles made ufe of the common po- 

pular language of the age and country in 
which they lived on the fubject before 
us; and that this language was originally 
founded on the fuppofition of the reality 
of demoniacal poffeffions. But the quef- 
tion {till to be decided, is, whether merely 
by ufing this language, they gave their 
fanction to the opinion, to which it owes 
its rife, | 


We 
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We have already feen, that neither 
Chri nor his apoftles firft introduced into 
the world,the doctrine of poffeffions,or the 
languagethatexprefled it. Ifthey are liable 
to cenfure, therefore, it is- only for not 
departing from the accuftomed modes of 
fpeaking on this fubje@, for not forming 
a new language concerning it. We have 
likewife feen, that they never affert the 
doctrine ‘of poffeflions, but on the con- 
trary, entirely f{ubvert it, when they are 
profeffedly ftating thofe do€trines which 
they were immediately commiflioned and 
inftruGted to teach the'world. They con- 
tradiGt themfelves, therefore, if by ufing 
the common language with ref{pect to de- 
moniacs, they meaned to countenance the 
opinion’ on which it was at frit grounded, 
This alone might fatisfy us, that they did 
not, and could not, defign to give their 
fan&tion to that opinion. “Neverthelefs, 
great ftrefs being laid by many upon the 
argument, in favour of poffeflions; drawn 
from the language of the New Teftament 

2 | concerning 
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concerning them, I will offer fome farther 
obfervations upon this fubject; by which, 
J hope, it will appear to impartial perfons, 
that merely from the manner in which 
they fpeak of reputed demoniacs, it can- 
not be inferred, that they intended to 
affert the reality.of demoniacal pofletlion. 
I. It is cuftomary with all forts of per- 
fons, with the facred writers in particu- 
lar, and our Saviour himfelf, to {peak on | 
many fubjects in the language of the vul- 
gar, though known and admitted to have 
been originally grounded on a falfe phi- 
lofophy: This obfervation hath been often. 
made, and well illuftrated by others<; 

but is too important to be here omitted. 
Wecall acertain dittemper /unacy, with 
out enquiring what influence the moon 
hath -in caufing or increafing it; nay, 
though we fhould believe, as many do, 
‘that the moon hath no influence upon it. 
In like manner we {till fpeak of Sz. Az- 
¢ By none better than by Dr, Sykes, in his In- 
quiry-and Farther Inquiry. 
3 | thony’s 
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thony’s fire, and of St. Vitus’s dance; with- 
- out acknowledging the power or exiftence 
of thefe faints. When we complain of | 
the hag or night-mare, which is the name — 
of a real diforder, refembling the preffure 
of fome weight on the breaft, imputed to a 
hag or incubus; do we not follow cuftom, 
without approving thehypothefis? Philofo- 
phers fpeak of the motion and path of the 
fun, though they know it never changes 
it’s place: they fay, that it is in. the 
fpring in the conftellation of the Ram, 
(where it was in the time of Hipparchus, 
upwards of two thoufand years ago,) note 
withftanding their allowing, that the 
conftellations have all changed the places 
affigned them by the ancient aftronomers; 
and that now, the fun is in the {pring in 
that part of the heavens where the con- 
ftellation of the Buw//is fituated. So dif- 
ficult is it to recede from thofe ways.of 
{peaking which were introduced by the 
ancients, even after the reafon of them 
ceafes. They are retained, notwithftand- 


ing 
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ing their acknowledged impropriety. Our 
beft philofophers ftill ufe the common 
language concerning the rifng and /fetting 
of the fun; though they know that it 1s 
founded in error and prejudice. They 
call that an eclipfe of the fun, which they 
are very fenfible, is properly an Se of 
the earth. 

The prophets of God alfo, as well as 
the profeffors of fcience, when they {peak 
upon points of philofophy, adopt the 
common language, though grounded upon 
opinions univerfally allowed to be erro- 
‘neous. Our Saviour fays, ‘* God maketh 
his fun to rife’; and the Pfalmift repre- 
fents this luminary, which is fixed in the 
centre of our fyftem, as running a race‘. 
When we readin Scripture, that the fun 
knoweth his going down’, and that God 

“ Matt. v. 45. 

PL xis, 16, 

Pf, civ. 19... See Pf... 1.. The language of 
Jofhua alfo, Sun fland thou fiill upon Gibeon, (Joth. 


x. 13.) alludes te a popular notion, now allowed 
to be falfe. 


laid 
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laid the foundation of the earth®; we know 
that the expreffions are popular only, and 
far from being agreeable to true philofo- 
phy. Calvin makes the fame. obferva- 
tion on that paflage of the Pfalmift, He 
hath founded it (the earth or world) upon the 
feas, and eftablifhed it upon the floods». 
Nor are thefe the only inftances that may 
be mentioned. The dew was thought 
by the ancients always to defcend from 
the fky; and the language of Scripture 
correfponds to this opinion: for it is called, 
the dew of heaven‘, and reprefented as fal/= 
ing onthe ground*, as dropping from the 
clouds, and the heavens'; neverthelefs;, 
it~hath been proved by plain experi< ‘- 
ments, that dew will afcend from the 


EPS, tix, 333 

4 Pf, xxiv, 2, Non difputat philofophice David 
de terrae fitu, ubi dicit, fuper maria fundatam, 
fed populariter loquens ad rudium captum fe ac< 
commodat. Calvin, in loc. 

* Gen. xxvii. 28, Dan. iv, 25; 

ko Sam. xvii. 12. 

' Prov. iii, 20. Deut, xxxii, 28, 


earth, 
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earth, and the plants. The manna with 
which the Ifraelites were fed in the wil- 
dernefs, though .attended with feverat 
miraculous circumftances, doth not ap- 
pear to have been of, a different nature © 
from our modern manna, which is only 
an exudation from plants and trees. Bue 
as manna was till of late thought, like the 
dew, to fall from above, the Scripture fays, 
When the dew fell in the night, the manna 
fell upon it™. So that even in relating mi~ 
racles, the facred writers make ufe of po- 
-pular expreffions, on whatever hypothefis 
they were built. In ¢Muffrating their docs. 
trine alfo, their expreflions are accommo- 
dated tothe generalapprehenfions of men, 
and appearances of things. Except a corn 
of wheat fall into the ground, and DIE, 
fays our Saviour, 7 abideth alone; but if 
it die, it bringeth forth much fruit*. St. 
Paul likewile ufes fimilar language’, 
Numb. xi.” G. 
"John xi, 24, 


°y Cor. Xve 36. 
That 
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That which thou foweft, is not quickened 
except it DIE. Strictly {fpeaking, the 
feed of the corn fown, which is the en- 
tire future fruit, and is a minute infenfi- 
ble principle, contained within the out- 
ward grain, doth not die. When this is 
killed by any accident, it never rifes, 
Neverthelefs, the outward part or body 
of the grain is corrupted and diffolved in 
the earth: and this corruption or death 
(as it was called) of the outward part of 
the grain is necefiary to make way for the 
production of the new corn from the fe- 
minal principle within. In this view 
-only is it true, that the feed dies, in or- 
der to its being quickened, and bringing 
forth fruit. And this ferved to illuftrate 
the refpective arguments of our Saviour 
and St. Paul. Other examples might be 
added ?. 


P When St, Paul prays for the Theffalonians, 
(1 Theff. v, 23.) that their whole frame; the Spirit, 
and the foul, and the body (odcurngov Yur, TO wer ney 
mn Wuxn, % 10 cane) might be preferved blamele/s 


unta 
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But thofe already produced, are fuffi- 
cient to fhew, that the prophets of God 
make frequent ufe of the vulgar phrafeo- 
logy, though originally grounded on a 
miftaken hypothefis.. Nor do they hereby 
countenance that hypothefis, or make 
themfelves at-all anfwerable for its truth 
or falfehood; any more than the natura- 
lift doth, whenever he adopts vulgar ex- 
preflions, and fays, the dew falls, the fun 
rifes, Jets, or is eclipfed. ‘The moft ac- 
curate authors, it is univerfaily known, 
‘unto the coming of the Lord fefus Chrift ; doth he not 
_analife human nature, in conformity to the doctrine 
of the Jewifh rabbis and. Gentile philofophers, who 
fuppofed man to be compounded of three diftinét 
fubftances, the rational fpirit, the animal or fenfi- 
tive foul, and the body ? See Nemefius de Natura 
hominis, p. 2, Oxon. 1671, Vitringa Obferv. 
facr. lib, I. ch, iv. vir. p. s4g1. (Sts Paulin 
Col, i. 16, {peaks of thrones, dominions, principalities 
and powers; concerning which, H, GZanchius in 
loc. fays, Crediderim apoftolos per conceffionem 
potius has voces, quibus Hebraei varios gradus inter 
angelos fignificabant, pofuiffe, quam quod certo 


noverint, rem ita fe habere, Concerning the deaf 
adder mentioned Pf, lviii. 4, fee Hammond in loc. 


do | 
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do not either in their writings, or ordi- 
nary converfation, always {peak accord: 
ing to ftrict philofophical truth. Now, 
if there are /ome undeniable inftances in — 
phyfics, in which the prophets of God; 
without incurring any kind of blame; 
employ the common language, though 
built on a falfe opinion ; this may be the 
cafe in other inftances. «Nay, this, moft 
probably, is the cafe umzverfally, when 
they {peak on fubjects of natural know- | 
lege. It doth not appear, that they 
did on any occafion frame a new lan- 
guage, in order to exprefs themfelves in 
perfe&t conformity to true philofophy. 
Why then might they not adopt the com- 
mon language with refpect to poffeffon, 
confidered as the caufe of a bodily dif- 
order? Why fhould it be taken for granted, 
that they exprefs themfelves with a philo- 
fophical exactnefs on ¢hzs fubjeGt, when 
they neglect it on others? You can no 
more infer their belief of poffeflions, from 
their faying, that fome had demons, or a 


Spirit 
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Spirit of Apollo ; than you can learn a 
man’s fyftem of philofophy, from his 
faying, that his friend hath S¢. Anthony’s 
frre; or from. his aflirming that the fun | 
rifes and fets every day. To come fill 
nearer to the point, we add, : 
II. That the foregoing general obferva- 
tion, viz. that it is no unufual thing with 
all forts of perfons, and particularly with 
the divinely commiffioned inftructors of — 
mankind, to adopt the popular language, 
without defigning to countenance the 
opinion on which that language was ori- 
ginally founded, holds true in the cafe 
before us; for they all {peak in the fame 
_ manner, on the very fubject in queftion. 
That this mzght bethe cafe, was fhewn 
‘under the former head, and appears high- 
ly probable in itfelf. Had hiftory been 
filent, yet it might have been prefumed, 
_ that many amongit the Heathens, being 
governed by fober reafon, rather than 
vulgar prejudices; and that ftill more 
amongft the Jews, hearkening to the 
. oe voice 


J f A. q 
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voice of their infpired prophets; would 
defpife and reject the entire fyftem of the 
heathen demonology, and confequently 
the doctrine of poffeflions which was 
founded upon it. It might have been pre- 
fumed farther, that thofe who rejected 
the dogtrine of poffeffions, would never- 
thelefs ftill continue to ufe the vulgar lan- 
guage, in defcribing the cafe of thofe who — 
were thought to be poffefled. For thus 
it is in all other inftances, and particularly, — 
in thofe mentioned under the foriner head. 
From them it appears, that improvements 
in philofophy do not immediately alter 
the common modes of fpeech. The latter 
remain even for ages, after the opinions 
which gave rife to them are exploded. 

_ What is fo probable in fpeculation, ap- 
pears upon examination to be true in fact. 
Several paflages cited above*, ferve to 
fhew, that the Greeks dy polfefion by de- 
‘mons, often meaned no more than a na- 
tural diforder. The word amongft the 

qd P, 82, note . 
7 Romans, 
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~ Romans, which originally fignified a man 
 a@tuated by furies', afterwards denoted 
any madman. The Jews expreffed dif- 
ferent diforders by the names of different 
demons‘ : and fpeak of thofe as poffeffed by 
demons, whom they regarded merely as 
being mad; they do this, even in cafes 
where they exprefly refer the madnefs to 
a different caufe from demoniacal poffef- 
fion. This is done by Jofephus, in the 
age of the Gofpel'. | 
The prophets of God under the Old 
Teftament, never exprefly fpeak of de- 
-moniacal pofleffions ; but we are certain, 
that had their occafions led them to do it, 
they would not have fcrupled to defcribe 
reputed demoniacs, in the fame manner 
that all other perfons did, without the 
leaft apprehenfion of being thought on 
that account to countenance the docirine 
of real poffeffions. For they give all the 
objects of Pagan worthip, the fame titles 
t Furiofus. 
Fes. t P. 84, 
¥ 3 as 
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as the Pagans themfelves did, gods, lords"; 
and call the feveral forts of diviners by 
names that imply a communication with 
demons, by the very names that were af- 
fumed by the pretenders themfelves, to 
enable them more fuccefsfully to carry on 
their impoftures, or were conferred on 
them by the fuperftition of the people®*. 
This they did merely to chara€terize, not. 
to allow, the pretenfions, either of the 
heathen diviners, or of the objeéts of hea- 
then worfhip. 

Now, if both Jews and Heathens, and 
even the ancient prophets, when fpeak- 
ing of poffefiions, or on fimilar fubjedts, 
adopt the common phrafeology, when 


" Differt. on Mir. p. 253. ae 

* Id. p. 272. 416. Saul afked counfel of one that 
had a familiar fpirit, 1 Chron, x. 13. Manaffeh 
dealt with a familiar fpirit, 2 Chron. xxxiii, 6. In 
like manner under the New Teftament, when St. 
John fays, (1 John iv. 1.) Believe not every /pirit, 
but try the fpirits ; by /pzrits we are to underftand, 
not thofe who were under a divine afflatus, but 
thofe who pretended to be fo. 


they 
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they did not defign to countenance the 
opinion on which it was originally ground- 
ed; why might not this be the cafe with 
regard to Chrift and his apoftles ? Why | 
might not they as well as others fpeak 
of thofe as demoniacs, who were reputed 
or appeared as fuch, without defigning 
thereby to give their fanGtion to the doc- 
trine of poffeffions? Nay, it is certain in 
fa&, and generally allowed by the moft 
judicious advocates of real poffeffions, 
that our Saviour and his apoftles do, on : 
fome occafions, at leaft, ufe fuch expref- 
fions on the fubject before us, as they 
could not defign to have underftood in a 
literal fenfe, or in their fulleft import. 

When the facred hiftorians tell us, that 
one perfon was pofleffed by /even demons”, 
and another, by @ /egion”: is it not more 
natural to fuppofe, that they adopted the 

y Luke viii. 2, 

* Mark v.15. Him that had the legion. This 


_ may poflibly fignify no more, than him that faid he 
bad a legion, 


YA phra- 
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phrafeology of the Jews, and ufed it in the 
fame general fenfe they did; than that they 
determined, by immediate infpiration, the 
exact number of demons by. which each 
of them was pofleffed ? Is it not the more 
reafonable to believe this is to be the 
cafe, as Chrift commanded no more than 
one* demon to come out of the man, in 
whom there was a legion? Underftand 


2 He had commanded the unclean Jpirit to come cut 


of him, Luke viii. 29. Mark v. 8. How little 


the evangelifts defigned to make themfelves anfwer- 


able for the language of their country, and to fpeak - 


with philofophical precifion in. defcribing demo- 
niacs ; appears from their reprefenting the Gada~ 
rene demoniac fometimes as having one, and fome- 
times as having more demons. Mark calls him a 
man. with an unclean fpirit, ch, v. 2. and yet at v, 
12, he fays, Al the demons befought Jefus; and at 
v. «3, the unclean fhirits went out; and at v. 15, 
he calls the perfon here fpoken of, the demoniac 
that had the legion. Tsuke fays, he had demons, 
ch, vill, 27, that the unclean fpirit caught him, 
and that he was driven of the demon, v. 29, 
and that the demons went out of him, 33, 38 ; 
ufing indifferently either the fingular or plural 
number, 


* this 
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this according to the letter, and what 
_ fervice was done the demoniac, who was 
ftill poffeffed by more than fix thoufand 
demons? 

It was avery common opinion among 
the Jews, though not peculiar to them®, 
that evil {pirits frequent defolate places. 
St. John alludes to this opinion‘; and fo 
doth our Saviour himfelf, in faying, When 
the unclean fpirit is gone out of a man, he 
qwalketh through dry places*. But fhall we 


> See Ode de Angelis, p. 691, and Sir Danko 
Knatchbull on Mat. xii, 43. 

© Babylonis become the habitation of demons, Rev. xviii. 
2, thatis, ‘‘ Babylon is become a@ defert”, Come 
pare the Septuagint verfion of If, xiii, 21. Vitrin- 
ga on Rey. xviii. 2, obferves, Eftque illa popularis 
Opinio, antiquis jam populis recepta, in vaftis de- 
fertifque locis regnare dzmones, Mat. xii. 43,—— 
a qua populari fententia, ut /epe alias fit, defumi 
potuit locutio, qua id folummodo intendit fpiritus 
f. ut plenariam & precifam doceat vaftationem illis 
efle inferendam locis, 

“It is added, fecking reft, and findeth none, 
Then he faith, I will return into my houfe from whence 
I came out ; and when he is come, he findcth it empty, 
fwept and garnifbed, Then goeth he, and taketh with 


TC- 
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reprefent Azm, in whom dwell all the trea- 
fures of wifdom and knowledge, as enter- 


bimfelf feven other [pirits more wicked than bimfelf, and 
they enter in and dwell there: and the laft fiate of that 
man is worfe than the firft. Even fo foall it be alfo unto 
this wicked generation, Mat. xii. 43. Luke xi. 24. 
‘That is, ** It is commonly faid, that if evil fpirits, 
after having left a man for a while, return to him 
again, he generally fuffers more violent fymptoms 
than he did at frit, and his cafe becomes more de- 
plorable. Now this cafe is a juft reprefentation of 
your's: for notwithftanding fome appearances of 
amendment under the preaching of the Baptift, 
(Mat, iii. 7, John v. 35.) and the miniftry of the 
Meffiah ; your vices, which were curbed for a time, 
will return with double violence, and bring down 
upon you heavier judgment than any the nation 
hath hitherto fuffered”, Confult Lardner’s Cafe, 
p. 139. Grotius on Mat. xii, 43. and compare 
I Pet, il. 20-—22. 

The following remark was communicated to me 
by a very ingenious and learned friend, ‘* Our 
Saviour did not introduce this comparifon abruptly, 
but made ufe of it foon after curing a demoniac, 
who was perhaps then ftanding before him, and 
when the Jews charged him with cafting out de= 
mons by Beelzebub, the prince of demonsy Thefe 
circumftances feem to evince the propriety of ufing 
this comparifon’’, 


taining 
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taining this vulgar notion, only becaufe he 
alludes to it, and illu(ftrates his argument 
by it, in his addrefs to the Jews? Do not 
the moft intelligent and judicious writers 
borrow comparifons from fabulous ani- 
mals and moniters *, as the griffon, the 
centaur, and the pheenix? Again, when 
Chrift fays on one occafion, Come out, thou 
unclean fpirit’‘; and on another, Thou 
dumb and deaf fpirit, I charge thee come 
out of him®: fhall we from hence infer, 
that he believed fpirits to be dumb, deaf, 
and unclean? When he is reafoning con- 
cerning Beelzebub*, in a manner that 
feems to imply a belief of his power ; he 
is only reafoning with his enemies upon 
their own principles’; he knew that Beel- 


¢ Compare the ancient Univerfal Hiftory 8vo, 
vol. ill. p. 491. | 

i Marky Bile: e Ch, ixe 25. 

» Mat, xii. 26, 27. If Satan caft out Satan, 
&c. On this paflage, fee Differt. on Mir. p, 388. 

i It was not unufual with our Saviour, to ar- 
gue with others on their own principles, though 
evidently falfe and groundlefs, In proof of this I 


zebub 
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zebub was a fictitious * deity ; and ‘no 
more defigned to admit his power, than 
he did to admit the power of Mammon, 
whom the Pagans acknowleged as the god 
of wealth, when he faid, Ye can not ferve 
God and Mammon'. ‘Laftly, Is it not un- 


appeal to Mat. xi, 12,13, (J came not to call the 

righteous, but jinners to repentance ; ) where Chrift 
doth not‘ grant that the Scribes and Pharifees were 
righteous, (for he was no ftranger to their hypo-= 
crify and wickednefs ;) but vindicates his condudt, 
even upon their own fuppofition, that they really 
were as righteous as they affected to appear. Com- 
pare Luke xv. 29. (fee alfo Mat, xi, 25, where 
Chrift calls them wife and prudent, without allow- 
ing them to be really fuch. )——To Mat. xxv: 24, 25, 
where Chrift argues with the flothful fervant, who 
reproached his lord with being an hard man, upon his, 
own principles, merely to fhew him, that they con- 
cluded againft himfelf—To Mat. xii. 27, fee Dif- 
fert. on Mir. p. 392.——To Luke xxiv, 37, 38, 39. 
explained, ib. p. 166.—-And to Luke xviii. 1-7, 

k See above, p. 31, and 2 Kings 1. 6. 

‘Mat. vi. 24, I acknowledge that Mammon 
may fignify indifferently, either riches, or the god 
of riches, juft as Ceres denotes corn or the goddefs 
of corn: but Mammon being ufed here in oppofi- 
tion to the true God; there muft be a reference to. 


reafonable 


of the New Teflament. 333 


reafonable in cm miata of demonifin, 
to underftand our Lord literally i in that, de- 
claration, I beheld Satan as lightning, fall 
from heaven”? Do they not contend, that 
Satan had‘been caft out of heaven, many 
ages before the miffion of the feventy dif 
ciples ? From heaven therefore he could 
not, on their own principles, ‘be feen to 
fall at this period. ‘ If by heaven, they 
chufe to underftand rhe air i 3 why do they 
‘maintain, that the air is /#// the refidence 
of Satan, and the feat of his empire? 
Without contradiGting their own princi- 
ples ‘therefore, they cannot explain thefe 
words literally, or concerning any fudden 
precipitation of Satan himfelf», either from 
the air, or from the celeftial regions. If 
you fay, that this language doth however 
amply, that Satan had formerly been one 


this falfe god; and he is put for thofe gant over 
which he is thought to prefide. 
make x. 18. | | 
~"Bifhop Warburton, p. 216. explains Luke x 
18. Of a fudden precipitation of the prince ae the “air, 
where de bad fo long held his empire. 


eo 
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of the inhabitants and princes of heaven: 
I anfwer, that then the like language will 
prove the fame concerning the king of 
* Babylon ; forof himitis faid, How art 
thou fallen from heaven®! When Cicero 
reproaches Antony with pulling his col- 
league down from heaven’; was. more 
meaned, than that Antony had deprived 
him of all his authority? To fall from 
heaven, is a mode of expreflion familiar 
to all languages, the eaftern efpecially ; 
and denotes the lofs of dignity and domi- 
nion*. And our Saviour here tells us, that 
he had a prophetic view of the fudden 
overthrow of fuperitition and idolatry, 
(ufually defcribed as the kingdom of fatan, 
or an adverfary ;) or of the {peedy preva- 


lence of true religion over every oppofing 
power’. 


° If, xiv. 12. 

P De ccelo detraxifti, Cicer. Phil. ii. 

a If, xiv,13, 14,15. Luke x. 15, Rev. xii, 
7—9: 

* Satan properly denotes an adverfary, (fee above, 
p. 16, 17.) and more efpecially an adverfary of true 


To 
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To the foregoing examples, I willadd* 
one from the writings of St. Paul. When 
he afks the Galatians, Who hath bewitch- 
ed you’ ? did he mean more than to ex- 
prefs the great abfurdity of their conduét, 
without having the leaft intention of af- 
cribing it to fafcination? St. Jerome’, 


religion, 2 Thef. ii. 4, 9. Rev, xii,ig.. It is here 
explained. by the enemy. Luke x. 19, Bebold, J 
give you authority over all the power of the enemy, 
plainly meaning by the enemy, not one particular 
perfon, but all oppofition. It was common with 
the Jews to ufe the fingular number in the manner 
it is in this paflage, in order to exprefs the meaning 
‘of the plural, Where is the wife? Where is the 
Jferibe ? That there can beno reference here to fallen 
angels, is evident from what was proved above, 
(ch. 1. fect. 1, 2.) that the fpirits who, were thought 
to poffefs men were human {pirits. 
© Gali dii’e, 

" Ufus fermone fit trivii, & ut in ceteris, ita in 
hoc quoque loco verbum quotidian férmocinationis 
aflumferit.——-Ex opinione vulgi fumptum putamus 
exemplum, —Quod fi aliquis contradicit, exponat 
quomodo de communi opinione fit fumptum, vallis 

-‘Titanorum in Regum libris, Syren & onocentauri 
in Efaia: Arcturus & Pleiades in: Job, & cxtera 
his fimilia, que utique vocabula gentilium fabula- 

on 
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on this place, freely admits, that here, as 
in other, places of Scripture, the expref- 
fion is popular only, and accommodated 
to the opinion of the vulgar. And amo- 
dern writer", as greatly diftinguithed by 
his candour, as by his learning, and one of 
the ableft defenders of the demoniac fy{- 
tem, obferves, that the Greek word, — 
which we render dewitched, ** ftrongly ex- 
prefles the unreafonable turn their minds 
had taken, fo that. one would imagine, 
they had been deprived of the regular ufe, 
even of their natural faculties.” 

Now, if the prophets of God, when 
{peaking on the very fubjec in quettion, 
did, in the feveral forementioned inftances, | 
or in any of them, adopt popular expref- 
fions, without intending to give their 
fanction to thofe opinions on which they 
were originally founded; why might not 
they do fo in a/ other inflances relative to 
rum. & caufas & origines habent, Hieron. in 
Gal. iii. 1. 

» Dr. Doddridge on Gal, iii, 1, 

| i the 
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the fame fubje@? Why might not they 
affirm that fome perfons were poffe/fed, in 
a fenfe fimilar to that in which they af- 
firmed others to be dewitched ? Though 
they did not believe the exiftence andin- _ 
‘fluence of Mammon, the reputed god of 
wealth, yet they fcruple not to call wealth 
by his name; and they might therefore 
with equal propriety ufe demons for thofe 
dire difeafes, of which they were the re- 
puted authors. Merely from their defcrib- 


ing demoniacs. in the common popular 
language, you cannot certainly conclude, 
that either Chrift or his apoftles * enter- 


* Dr. Lardner is of opinion, that the evangeli/ts, 
_at the time of writing their hiftories, believed real 
 poffeffions, Cafe of the Demoniacs, p..122. . But 
this can no more be inferred concerning them, from 
their mode of recording, than it can be inferred .con- 
cerning Chrift, from his manner of performing, the 
cure of demoniacs. The language of both was the 
very fame; and the argument drawn from it, if it be 
inconclufive with refpect tothe one, muft be equally 
fo with refpect to the other. The apoftles, in- 
deed, might early imbibe the prejudices of their 
countrymen with regard to real pofleffions, they 
might not be able to detect the error by a fuperior 

Z tained 
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tained the opinion to which that language 
owed its rife. | 

Ido not remember, that any perfons 
contend for the apoftles believing the 
power of zhe maon over the diforder called 
lunacy, merely becaufe they, in common 
with others, defcribe it by this name. 
Nay, fome of the moft zealous advocates 
for pofleffions, exprefsly declare, that 
thofe called lunatics were not really fuch, 
but are fo denominated in conformity to 
_the opinion of the vulgar’. Neverthelefs, 


force of genius and penetration, (which would have 
ferved only to obfcure the evidences of their divine 
miffion;) and confidered as an error of philofophy, 
it might not be corrected by immediate revelation : 
neverthelefs, they have effectually confuted it by - 
their doctrine concerning demons; as was fhewn 
above. | 

¥ Hieron. in Mat. iv. 24. fays, Non vere luna- 
ticos, fed qui putabantur lunatici ob demonum fal- 
Jaciam. And Cefarius, queft. 112, «1 pndiv ex 
Tov ds pwy sUECyET BUT OL n AOMEYT OL ok dPowmor, Ws 70 
evayyiAsoy TEAnVEAe oAEV8s Alves 25 EmiAnmwrines aPouv- : 
TOS % procomévess cmoxp. Learnviceomives Orsi xara 
THY WEOXEOOV THY DOAAWY UTEVOIAH, ful KwedyTIV aXe 
fut 0 ubnadregor. 


the | 
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the evangelifts affirm in expre{s terms, 
that the people brought to Jefus rhofe 
which were lunatic, as well as thofe which 
were poffeffed with demons*. From this : 
language, it may with as much reafon 
be inferred, that they believed in the 
power of the moon, as in that of demons. 
And a /unar influence over difeafes might 
‘with as much propriety, be made an arti- 
cle of faith, upon the authority of the 
-apoftles, as a demoniacal one. It is equally | 
evident, that with refpe& to both, they 
_ only adopt the common language of the 
age and country in which they lived. 
III. Chrift and his apoftles had fufii- 
cient reafon for adopting the common 
phrafeology with refpect to demoniacs, 
(even fuppofing them not to approve the 
hypothefis on which it was grounded ;) 
becaufe is was employed to defcribe the 
real cafe of thefe perfons, both the fymp- 
‘toms of their diforder, and their cure. 


eo Nat, iv. 24, 
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At firt view, it may appear ftrange, 

that certain modes of fpeech which owed 
their rife to a falfe philofophy, thould 
‘rethain in ufe long after that philofophy 
is exploded, and be adopted without feru- 
ple by all forts of perfons. The reafon, 
however, is not difficult to be difcovered. | 
Thefe modes of fpeech, even when firft 
introduced, exprefs certain outward and 
fenjfible effects, as well as the caufe to 
which they are referred. Nay, though 
both were originally included under the 
fame terms, yet the terms often conti- 
nue to: be employed in defcribing the 
effets, after a general alteration of fenti- 
ment concerning their reputed caufe. 
This appears in the cleareft manner from 
thofe examples fpecified above. _ Lunacy 
imported at firtta kind of phrenzy, as 
well as the influence of the moon over it; 
and it is now ufed by all forts of perfons 
for phrenzy or madnefs in general, from 
whatever caufe it is {uppofed to proceed. 
Si. Anthony's fire, and St. Vitus’s dance 
ke always 
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always.denoted certain, bodily diftempers, 
which were pcigioally peferred, to, the, 
faints,from. whom, they. borrowed -their, 
re{pective denominations ; but at prefent; 
at leaft when ufed by Proteftants, tigmify 
merely thofe diftempers, without any 
reference ...to,. the, faints..... The. Newit-: 
mare, which was the name given. to a 
fpirit that was faid to oppre{s and. fuf- 
focate...perfons , in,.their. fleep, © is ftill 
ufed to expreis the, fenfations. we feel 
in the night, refembling the preffure of 
fome weight upon the breaft, notwith- 
flanding our afcribing thofe fenfations now 
merely to.a ftoppageof the animal fpirits, 
er fome natural caufe: To dewitch, de- 
noted at firtt, to do mifchief to the per- 
fons or property of mankind by the affit- 
tance of the devil; but now, excluding 
this idea, "it often fignifies, to pleafe irs 
refiftibly, ‘or to produce effects fcarce to 
be, accounted for without fatcination 
a “¢ The charms of poetry: our fouls bewitch”’, 


fays Dryden. Who hath bewitched you ? is the language 
OL ot, Paul, 


ay By 
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By the terms Ceres and Bacchus, the Hea- 
thens often meaned merely ‘corn and’ 
wine’, though they were the names of 
the deities that prefided over them. ‘The’ 
reafon why philofophers fpeak of the /un’s 
rifing, fetting, and being eclipfed, is, that 
this language, which was once thought 
conformable to truth, ftill agrees with, 
and ferves to exprefs outward appearances. 

The foregoing obfervations are applica= 
ble to the cafe before us. Poffeffion, as 


we have fhewn at large‘, did, in’ the 


» Fruges Cererem appellamus; vinum autem 
Liberum: ex quo illud Terentii, fine Cerere & 
Libero friget Venus. Cicero de Nat. Deor. 
Jib. IJ. ch, xxii. Notwithftanding this way of 
fpeaking, no man was fo abfurd as to imagine, that 
which he ate was a god ; according to the ob- 
fervation of the Roman orator, Sed ecquem tam 
amentem effe putas, qui illud quo vefcatur deum 
credat effe? In Euripides (Bacchze, v. 275.) we 
read, Anuurne Sex, yn d és. See Euripid. Helen. 
v. 1318, and the notes of Barnes. 

© Ch, I, fect. 5, 6. In confirmation of this point, 
I would obferve, that the moft judicious of thofe 
writers who affirm the reality of poffeffions, allow 


earlieft 
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earlieft, ages, include infenity, no Jefs. 

than its apprehended caufe. It was, in 
| deed, from the {ymptoms of this diforder | 
thatthe ancients inferred the patient was 
poffefied. Now, if it was the univerfal 
cuftom of antiquity, by the phrafe baving 


that infanity was included in this term, and even 
that the Greek phyficians by demons meaned a 
fpecies of phrenfy, that was curable by natural 
means. This is the cafe with regard to that learn- 
ed and accurate critic, Beza, who, in his note on 
Mat. iv..24, blames the tranflating dasmouomives 
by furiofos, the word being, ia his opinion, too 
general, {vocabulo certé nimium generali.) On Mat, 
vill, 16, he thus exprefies himfelf : Dasovec ounces, 
i, a demonibus. obfeffos, non fimpliciter furiofos, 
quos vetus ecclefia évegyupives vocabat, eos etiam meo 
judicio, intelligens qui interiore & a medicis fana- 
bilifurore corripiebantur,dilucida habentes intervalla. 
Nam & Greci medici quoddam iftiufmodi furoris na- 
turalibus remediis fanabilis genus dxscvioy vocant, 
——Euripides in Phoeniflis, ¢xsmovsvtes vocat eos 
qui demonum agitatione znfaniunt. ‘Vhe real fact 
is, that all the ancients under the terms, demoniacal 
poflefion, comprehended madnefsin general, or cer- 
tain kinds of it; and that fome confidered it as afu- 
pernatural, others. as a mere natural diforder, 
But no man’s opinion of it could be learned bare- 
ly from his ufe of thefe terms, / 


Z A. a demon 
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a denton; sor being poffeffed by a denion, to 


défcribe’certain oatward fymptoms ; why 
inight not Chrift and his apoftles ufe this 

| phrafe-in’ the fame fenfe ?To'-remove 
from thefe divine inflruG@ors: of mankind 
every fhadow of blame, ‘we muft remem- 
ber farther, that words which feem to 
exprefs a caufe, and might at firft exprefs 
it, come in time to fignify nothing but 
an effet, without containing any idea of 
the caufe by which it was produced. To 
be poffefled by a demon, is a phrafe of 
this kind, and often denoted “mere infa- 
nity, without including in it. demoniacal 
pofieffion “. In this reftri@iive fenfe was 
the phrafe fometimes ufed, even by thofe 
who afferted the power of demons to pof- 
fefs mankind, and particularly by. the 
Jewith hiftorian *, In no other fenfe could 
it be ufed by thofe who taught, as the 
facred writers did, that there were no 
fuch beings as demons in the world, or 
* Accordingly Caftalio renders Jxsovs opntyyg 


by furiofes... See above, p. 97. note ” 
* Above, p, 84, 


that 
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that they were as void:of power as if they 
did not exitt. ye, | 

«¢ Why then”, we are afked, ‘‘ were 
-- not» demoniacs called by their. proper 
name: of madmen, if they were really 
fach?” In anfwer to this obje@ion, it 
may, I apprehend, be fafely aflerted, that 
the vulgar language, ferving to exprefs 
the outward and fenfible fymptoms of the 
demoniacs, fufficiently anfwered the end 
of language, the conveying to us a juit 
idea of their diforder. Nay, the language 
of the evangelifts is much more clear and 
determinate, and gives us a more perfect 
notion of the demoniacs, than-a. general 
declaration:of their infanity would have 
done. For though the ancients thought 
all: poffefed perfons to be difordered in 
their underftandings ; they did not think 
every diforder.in the underftanding to be 
the .effe& of poffefiion. Between dif- 
ferent demoniacs likewife there was a 
great diftinétion made.. (The moderns 
seckon three f{pecies of madnefs, the 


mirth ful, 
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mirthful, the melancholy, and the raving ¢ 
which, varioufly compounded, together, 
with anger and boldnefs, fear and fadnefs, 
_ereate a great diverfity of phenomenayin 
maniacs. Now the precife difference-or 
diftinction between different) madmen 
was well preferved by the vulgar Jan- 
guage. For different fymptoms of infa= 
nity were afcribed to different fpirits, 
and from them received their re{pe@tive 
denominations. Hippocrates, in his trea= 
tife on the epilepfy, fays, that each diftinét 
affection of it wasreferred toa particular deity 
as its caufe*. If perfons imitated a goat, 
their diforder wasattributed ¢o the mother of 
the gods; if they made a noife like a 
horfe, to Neptune; if they foamed and 
kicked, to Mars. He adds, Wherever 
there are great terrors in the night, and 
perfons are befide themfelves, jumping out of 
bed, and running out of doors ; thefe things 
are faid to proceed from Hecate, and the 


©'Es xiv vovooy ravrny Exasw cides re wabeGe Seo 
+" > / / P 
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polfefion of heroes. Accordingly madmen 
were called (cerriti) the poffeffed by Ce- 
res, or (larvati) the pofteffed by the 
ghofts of bad men‘, or diflinguifhed by: 
fome other appellation, according to 
the different fymptoms of their refpective 

diforders. © TVhefe fymptoms were ex= | 
prefied and afcertained by terms borrow- 
ed from their apprehended caufes or au- 
thors. Or in other words, they gave the 
names of demons to diftempers ; and 
thefe names accordingly defcribed the na- 
ture of thofe diftempers. The fame 
manner of {peaking was common amongtt 
the Jews s, Kordicus was the name both 


Num larvatus aut cerritus? Plaut, Menaech, 
v. 4. 2. The cerriti were the moft outrageous 
madmen, and feem to anfwer to the larvarum pleni. 
Quefo quin tu ifthane jubes 
Pro cerrita circumferri, Am, Quin facto. eft 
opus ; 
Nam hee quidem zdipol larvarum plena eft. 
Plaut. Amphitruo, act II. fe. il, 
See Sykes’s Inquiry, p. 14—17. 
€ Lightfoot’s works, vol. IE, p, 211, cited 
above, p. 85, 86. 
| of 
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of a,demon, and of aidifeafe; of the de~. 
mon who ruled over, thofe who drank too 
much,new. wine, and, of the. efeé, pro- 
duced. by.that excefs. Hence it, came, 
to pafs, that what was peculiar, and dif- 
tinguifhing in the. cafe. of» any.~perfon. 
fpoken. of as poffeffed, the particular kind 
and effects of his madnefs, were well-un- 
derftood by faying, he had 2 demon, au 
evil demon, an unclean. demon, a dumb fpirit, 
a deaf and dumb fpirit. In like manner, 
when we read, that the damfel at Philip- 
pi had a f{pirit of divination or Apollo; we 
are hereby informed, what her preten- 
fions were, and that fhe was fubje@ to 
that peculiar kind of melancholy and 
madnefs, to which enthufiattic divinatory 
fits were thought to be incidental. When 
it is related of fome perfons, that they 
had feven demons, or a legion, we do not 
hereby underftand, (as by fome we are 
fuppofed to do) that they had fo many 
different difeafes; thefe phrafes expréfs 
the degrees of infanity, (together, pers 

haps, 
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haps, with fome diverfity in the fymp- 
toms.) 'Thofe who believed that one de- 
mon: could difturb the underftanding, 
prefumed that a great number of evil 
{pirits could ‘difturb it ftill more, and 
produce more violent effects. Hence the © 
different degrees of infanity were expreff- 
ed by different numbers of demons. In 
the parable of the ‘ejected demon, who. 
afterwards returned to the man from 
whom hehad been expelled, with feven 
other f{pirits more wicked than himfelf, 
the condition of the demoniac is fup- 
pofed to become hereby more deplorable 
-than when he was firit pofleffed*. Mary 
-Magdalene, out of whom went feven de- 
mons‘, and the man with a legion more 
efpecially, were ftark mad. Thefe per- 
fons refembled thofe amongft the Ro- 
mans who were faid to be full of gho/is*. 


b Mat..xil, As. 

"See what was obferved above concerning Mary 
Magdalene, p. 105. 

*eSeei note’, op, 347, and sok p. 79. note i | 


It 
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It being known what effects the an- 
cients defcribed by pofleflion, it is im- 
poflible we fhould be ignorant what they 
meaned by difpoffefiion. If the former 
phrafe was ‘expreflive of a diforder, the 
latter muft be fo of a cure. The de- 
‘mon and the diforder were originally fup- 
pofed to bear to each other the relation 
of caufe and effect: and the ceafing of 
of the effect was implied in, and expref- 
fed by, the removal of the caufe. As 
the entrance of demons into any perfon 
denoted his becoming mad, fo their going 
out, or being caft out of him, neceffarily 
included his coming again to himfelf'. 
Nothing more than the outward effect, 
the reftoration of the demoniac to his 
right mind, could be meaned by the ex- | 
pulfion.of demons, when the phrafe was 
ufed by thofe who did not believe the 
reality of pofieffions. From hence vit 
follows, that when we read in the New 
Teftament, that Chrift and his apoftles 


"See above, p. 103, and 281, 


ca/t 
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caji out demons; this muft mean, that 
they cured demoniacs; and it can mean 
“no more. If by poffeflion they intend- 
ed only to defcribe a diforder, as we 
have fhewn they did; the removal of it 
was all they could intend by difpoffeffion. 
And therefore when we are told, that 
the demon threw down a man, who is 
faid to have an unclean fpirit, and 
convulfed him, and then came out of him, 
and hurt him not”; the meaning muft be 
“that his diforder, which was of the 
kind afcribed to demoniacal poffeffion, re- 
_ turned upon him with great violence; but 
though he had ufually fuffered much pain 
under the paroxyfms of it, our Saviour, 
the very moment he fell into his fit, in- 
terpofed for his relief, prevented his pain, 
and reftored him to a ftate of perfect fa- 
nity.” Accordingly we find, that the 
evangelifts, in defcribing the miracles 
Chrift performed upon demoniacs, fay 
indifferently, that he ca/t out demons, or 
wy AUke iV, 220.35, Mark i, 23..25, 26. 
that 
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that he healed the demoniacs; and fome- 
times ufe both thefe phrafes as equivalent". 
When we read, that Chri/? cured many 
of infirmities, and plagues, and evil fpirits® ; 
and that certain women had been healed of 
evil fpirits and infirmities? ; is it not moft 
natural, if not neceflary, by evi /pirits 
to underftand a difeafe, fuch as was’ ori- 
ginally afcribed to evil {pirits, and hence 
came to be defcribed by thefe terms? 
Infirmities, plagues, » and: evil - {pirits, 
feem to be mentioned only as fo many 
diftinc fpecies of difeafes, and as being 
equally the fubjects of Chrift’s healing 
power. Evil fpirits, thus underftood, 
might be faid with propriety, to be heal- 
ed; or the patient might be faid to be 
healed of them. But to heal evil fpirits, 
literally taken, or to be healed of them, 

" The demon departed out of him, and the | child 
was cured, Mat. xvii. 18. Fefus rebuked the unclean 
Jpirit, and healed the child, Luke’ ix. 42. See 
above, p. 67. 

* Lukewils 21. 

P Luke viii. 2. 

3 is 
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is an unufual and improper manner of 
{peaking. 

From the foregoing obfervations it ap- 
pears, that the. evangelifts were not un- 
der any neceflity of departing from the 
common language of their age and coun- 
try in reference to poffeflions : for it was 
employed, as well by thofe who aflerted, 
as by thofe who denied, the reality of 
poffeffions, to defcribe the Jymptois of 
the demoniacs, and their cure. The 
terms, indeed, were otiginally borrowed 
from the apprehended cau/es of both, the 
pofieffion and ejection of demons; yet 
were they univerfally applied to the out= 
ward and fenfible effects, madnefs (in 
many different kinds and degrees) and 
fanity. So far all muft -allow the vulgar 
language to be juft, and that it conveyed 
a true idea of the fubject, which is the 
only ufe or end of language. But this 
language was not only ‘univerfally ap~ - 
plied, but very often confined, to the out- 
ward effects juft now mentioned; and in 

Aa | this 


\ 


454 ° “20n the Demoniacs 


| 
this confined fenfe’muft be ufed by the 
facred writers. Nor are they at all ac- 
countable for the error that gave occafion 
to it. The aftronomer,~ we-have feen, 
ufes many expreflions that, in-their-ftrict 
and original meaning, are neither: philofo- 


phically juft, not agreeable to his own con- 


ceptions; judging it fufficient that every | 


one knows, what appearances or outward 


events thefe exprefiions are ufed to:defcribe. 


From the principles here eftablifhed, » 


it will be eafy to: return an anfwer to all 
the other parts of the objection ftated at 
the beginning of this chapter, which 
have not been already confidered: »‘The 
evangelifts, it is pleaded, not only affirm 
that fome perfons were pofleffed by de- 
mons, and that the demons departed or 
were expelled from them, but expre(sly 
- diftinguifb demoniacs from the difeafed, 

and their. cure from the healing of dif- 


eafes. On what grounds the’ facred 


writers: diftinguifhed poffeffions, which © 


denoted a diforder of mind, from bo- 
dily 


pate 
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dily difeafes; was fhewn above’. There 
was juft the fame reafon for diftinguifh- 
ing between. difpoffeflions and the cure 
of thofe difeafes. Diforders merely men- 
tal are of a-different nature from thofe by 
which the body.alone is.affected. Now, if 
you underftand both pofleffions and dif- 
poffefiions, as they were underftood and 
ufed by the ancients, concerning certain 
outward effets, viz. the lofs and reco- 
very of reafon and underftanding; you 
will fee with what propriety they are 
diftinguifhed from mere bodily difeafes 
and their cure. 

The only part of the objeCtion that re- 
mains unnoticed, is that taken from the 
manner in which Chrift performed cures 
upon the demoniacs, when he commanded 
the demons to come out. ** Thefe com- 
‘mands’, itis faid, manifeftly fuppofe, 
that the beings to whom they are ad- 
dreffed are capable of obeying them; 
and that Chrift expected them to obey 

P3718, si | 
Aaz2 ; him 
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him from a convidtion and awe of his. 
divine authority.” But it was no unufual 
thing with our Saviour to addrefs the 
elements, and other objects equally in+ 
fenfible, as agents endowed with reafon 
and: liberty. To the dead, Jefus faid,. 
Arife. He rebuked the winds and the fea', 
faying, Peace, be frill’. Laftly, he re- 
buked a fever, and i left the patient*. 
Why then might he not rebuke a demon,. 
even fuppofing demon to ftand merely for 
the diforder imputed to his influence, and 
fpeak in the fame tone of authority to it, as. 
to other things equally incapable of a vo- 
luntary obedience? In all the inftances here 
mentioned, our Saviour’s exprefiions are 
accommodated to the occafion, but they 
muft not be interpreted with too much 
rigour. When he faid, Come out, thou 
duinb and deaf fpirit, he could not, as 
we have fhewn,. mean to declare his be- 
lief of there being {pirits who are deaf 
* Mat, viii, 26. " Mark iv. 30. 
‘ Luke iv. 39, 
and 
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and dumb. Nor could he expect to be 
heard by fuch fpirits as are deaf, till by 
a previous miracle he reftored or commu- 
cated the power ef hearing. Is there any 
reafon to believe, that Chrift ever per- 
formed any fuch miracle upon the devil 
or any other evil fpirit? On the other 
hand, if by a fpiriz deaf areal dumb, you 
underftand a diforder attended with thefe 
fymptoms ", the language of our Saviour 
will not be liable to any peculiar excep- 
tion. © It was intended only to exprefs 
the cure he was going to effect. And 
as demoniacs were apt to conceive of 
themfelves asbeing inhabited and actuated 
by demons*, Chrift’s commanding the 
demons to come out, was perhaps the 
beft method of fignifying te the demo- 
niacs, and afluring them, that their dif- 
temper fhould be removed; for they 
were not likely to believe the effe@ would 


" See above, p. 63. 
* See above, p. 250, &c, sy 
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ceafe, unlefs what they judged to be the 


caufe was removed. 

Hitherto we have been attempting to 
prove, that the firft publifhers of the 
Gofpel might and did retain the com- 
mon language on the fubje& under con- 
fideration, without making themfelves 
anfwerable for the opinion on which it 
was founded; and that they ‘had good 
reafon for retaining it, becaufe it ferved 
to convey a juft idea of the demoniacs, 
both of their diforder and their cure. 
But we may advance farther, and obferve, 

IV. That it doth not appear, that they 
had any divine warrant to change the 
vulgar language in defcribing the cafe of 
the demoniacs; or that they were im- 
mediately and expreily commiflioned by 
God, to inftruét mankind in the fecret 
caufes of any of thofe diftempers which 
they were empowered to cure, and to 
rectify any phyfical miftakes concerning 
them. It hath been often obferved, that 
their bufinefs was to inftru@ mankind in 


the 
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the- doctrines and duties of religion. And 
this, without doubt, was: their peculiar 
province. But we are, I apprehend, to 
conceive of each of them, as having a 
particular commiffion from God, which 
they feverally executed in its juft extent, . 
without ever deviating from it. 

This appears to have~been the cafe 
with regard our Saviour. He plainly tells 
usy, L have not fpoken of myfelf, the Fa- 
ther gave me a commandment, what f fhould 

fay, and what I fhould[peak.—W hatfoever 
I fpeak therefore, even as the Father faid 
unto me, fo L fpeak. His commiffion to 
inftru& the world did not extend to all 
the branches of knowledge’;--and he 
never exceeded the limits of his com- 
miffion* Nor did he ever fupprefs any 

% John xii. 49, 50. | 

Mark xiit. 32. Mg 

a4 When Chrift was applied to with fo good a 
view as that of reconciling brethren, by dividing 
a\difputed inheritance, he ‘rejeted: the propofal, 
mot merely from prudence, or to avoid giving of 
fence ; but from the unfitnefs of his acting ander 
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thing included in it. He clearly and 
explicitly revealed whatever meflages to 
men he was charged with by God: Al} 
things that I have heard of my Father, 
I have made known unto you’. Now, 
among the feveral doctrines which Chrift 
was divinely commiffioned to publith to 
the world, we do not find the doétrine 
of poffeffions, in the view in which we 
are here confidering the fubjeG, or as 
the phyfical caufe of epilepfies and mad- 
nefs; nor any other point of philofophy. 

Neither doth it appear, that ‘she 
apofiles of Chrift received any fpecial re- 
velation with refpe& to thefe matters. 
It is certain they have not affirmed, that 


the character of a magiftrate, with which he was 
not invefted, Luke xii. 14. When his own 
apoftles were defirous of knowing his opinion 
concerning the Pagan doctrine, of the pre-exif- 
tence of the human foul, to which their queftion 
concerning the man born blind feems to refer; 
he declined {peaking to that point of philofophy, 
TODD Ke IT ao te 

2 John xv. 15. 


they 
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they received any fuch revelation ; which, 
neverthelefs, they ought to have done, 
had that been the cafe, that we might 
regard them as teachers of philofophy as 
well as religion. They have diftin@ly 
mentioned the feveral purpofes for which 
the Spirit was imparted ; and, it is to be 
prefumed, have made a complete enu- 
meration of them. We have no ground 
to charge them with a criminal omiffion 
of any one purpofe for which they re- 
ceived the Spirit. It is an injury to their 
fidelity, to fuppofe, that they concealed 
from the world the full extent of their 
inf{piration. 

Now, if the inftructions of the apoftles, 
and the commiffion of Chrift did not 
extend to the natural caufes of difeafes ; 
it was evidently proper, if not neceflary, 
that they fhould defcribe them in the 
manner that other perfons did. To have 
introduced a new language on this fub- 
ject, without an immediate warrant from 
heaven, would have furnithed an objec- 
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tion againtt their character; and expofed 
them to the reproach of exceeding their 
| commiffion, | 

_ Hence-it. appears, Lest very abfard it 
is. to urge the authority of the, firft pub- 
lithers of the Gofpel, in fupport'of the doc- 
trine of. poffeffions.. On: their authority 
alone it is, that moft. Chriftians in the 
prefent age reft, this doctrine. . Bithop 
Warburton in particular builds his’ opi- 
nion on ¢he teflimony of the Gofpel*. But 
though we are to .receive as. infallible 
and divine truth, whatever. the apoftles 
were intrufted to reveal; (for God con- 
firmed their teftimony ;) yet on all points 
concerning which they received no re- 
velation, or to which their commiftion 


© P. 236. His lordfhip’s proof of the Gofpel’s 
bearing teftimony to the truth of demoniacal pof- 
{effions, is, it’s {peaking of demGhiacs,in the lan- 
ceuage of the age in which it,was publifhed:. an 
argument that would eftablifh the fyftem of Pto- 
lemy concerning the heavenly bodies, and other 
allowed errors in natural philofophy ; as we -have 
fhewn at large, 


did 
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did not extend, they fpeak as all other 
perfons did. And confequently before 
their. authority is urged in the cafe be- 
fore us, it muft be proved, that they 
have declared, (in the manner they have 
done concerning thofe doctrines they were 
- commifiioned to publith,) that they did 
receive a revelation on the fubje& of pof- 
feffions. But this is what cannot be 
proved; nor has any one ever attempted 
to do it. It 4s indeed too notorious to 
be difputed, that the language appealed 
to in proof of pofleffions, is ufed only in 
defcribing the cafe of the demoniacs; 
and that the doctrine itfelf is never pro- 
pofed, as an article of faith, nor are we 
ever required to receive it as fuch. We 
may add, 
Y. As the firft publithers of the Gof- 
pel were not, fo they could not, be com- 
| miffioned by God to inftruct mankind in 
the phyfical caufes of thofe difeafes which 
they healed. . At leaft, the queftion con- 
cerning the reality of poffeffions could 


not 
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not be directly and immediately deter- 
mined by the authority of Chrift and his 
apoftles, without great impropriety. 
For the miracles performed upon the 
demoniacs, were defigned for the convic- 
tion of unbelievers; they were the means 
ufed to bring them over to the faith; 
and confequently their nature was to be 
| judged of and determined by the teft of 
reafon alone, Jefore men believed, that is, 
before men could admit the authority of 
their performers, or pay any deference to 
their judgment. And therefore, if you 
fay, that Chrift or his apofiles interpofed 
their authority to decide the prefent quef- 
tion; you not only affirm what cannot. 
be proved, but you reproach thefe divine 
inftruaors with a conda& unbecoming 
and abfurd, you make them urge their 
authority in a cafe to which it could not 
extend, and upon perfons by whom it 
was not yet acknowledged, who ought to 
be left (and who accordingly were left) 
to judge for themfelves, as the circum- 
{tances 
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ftances of the cafe itfelf might feem to 
them to require. What St. Paul fays 
concerning the gift of tongues, is equally 
true with refpeat to the cure of demoniacs; 
it for a fign, not to them that believe, but 
for them that believe not*. And if it was 
_ defigned for the conviction of unbelievers ; 
they mutt judge of it folely by the exercife 

of their reafon. _ Accordingly we find, 
that natural reafon is the only principle 
to which-Chrift appeals, when he is argu- 
ing with the unbelieving Jews, who re- 
proached him with being a confederate 
with Beelzebub, the prince ef demons: 
If 1 caft out demons by the fpirit. of God, 
then the kingdom of God is come unto you. 
‘This paffage is quoted by a learned writer’ 
to prove, that Chrift had informed them 
(the hiftorians of his life) that this (the 
_cafting out of devils) was one of the effen- 
tial operations in the erection of his fpiri- 
" 1 Cor. xiv. 22, 
P Mat.! Kit. 28. 
* Dr. Warburton, p. 219%. 
) tual 
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tual kingdom. 'The* paflage under confi- 
deration was addrefied to the Scribes and. 
Pharifees*, who afcribed Chrift’s expul- 
_fion of demons (of devils there is no men- 
tion) to the affiftance of the prince of 
demons. And our Saviour is fo far from 
aflerting the xecefity of this miracle, ac- 
cording to the view which this writer 
had of it, that he doth - ‘not particularly 
explain the nature of i it, nor interpofe his 
own judgment concerning it; (his revilers, 
he knew, were not likely to be determined 
by it:) he only tells them, that in cafe his 
‘ejection of demons (fo he calls his cure of 
demoniacs, in conformity to the ‘accuf- 
tomed modes of fpeaking) was a real 
miracle or divine work ; then he was the 
Meffiah. At the fame time he ‘entirely 
refers it to them to judge of the’ miracle 
-itfelf, and whether God was the. author 
Of it. 
Scarce can we commit a greater mif- 
tafte, than to urge the authority of the 
® Mat. xii, 25. Mark iii. 23. 
in{pired 
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infpired teachers ‘Chriftianity in fupport 
of the doctrine of poffeffions. For the 
- queftion concerning it, confidered as a 
queftion of philofophy, they neither have 
decided, nor indeed could decide by their 
own ‘authority, | for 1 the reafon. here al- 
ledged. | | 
With wane to thofe who hive hither 
to oppofed the common. hypothehs con- 
cerning pofleffions, it may be doubted 
whether they have fufficiently accounted 
‘for the conduct of Chrift and his apoftles 
‘in always ufing language conformable to 
that hypothefis. They have pleaded, “that 
“an exprefs and authoritative decifion of 
“this queftion would have done great in- 
“juty to the Gofpel, the prejudices of man- | 
kind in favour of the power of demons 
| being too violent and inveterate’to yield 
to evidence; and that to have begun with 
“attacking thefe prejudices, muit have pre- 
““vented the converfion of multitudes, and 
“Ted them to conceive of thefe firft pub- 
lifhers of the Gofpel as infidels and Saddu- 

cage? 
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cees”. We may allow, that never weré 
any public inftructors. more fenfible than 
thefe", that prejudices are often inflamed 
by a direct and formal attack; and that 
offenfive truths can fcarce be propofed 
with too much caution and referye. Ne- 
verthelefs, there are inftances in which 
they began with attacking the ftrongeft 
prejudices of mankind, their favourite, 
_ but fatal idolatries and fuperftitions. Nor 
did they act with any referve with refpe& 
to demons, (as we have fhewn above) fo 
far as the fubject fell within the limits of 
their commiffion. Such prudential con- 
fiderations therefore as fome have fug- 
gefted, are not fufficient to account for 
the conduct of Chrift and his apoftles, in 
always ufing the popular language con- 
cerning demoniacs, and never determin- 
ing their cafe, by an explicit declaration. 
For if it were a matter of prudence, not 
immediately to alarm the prejudices of 
unbelievers ; yet might not believers have 
* Luke v.36; 37. John xvi, 12, 25, 
been 
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been better inftru@ed? The true reafon, 
as I apprehend, why neither our Saviour 
in performing, nor the evangelifts after= 
watds in recording, the cure of demoniacs, . 
never exprefsly interpofed their judgment 
concerning them, is, that theit inftruc- 
tions did not dire&tly extend to this cafe, 
nor could properly extend to it; the cure 
of demoniacs being a part of that evidence 
of the Gofpel, which muft for ever be 
judged of by natural reafon alone, 

With regard to the advocates of réal 
poffefions, when they plead, “ that if 
their opinion be an error, Chrift and his 
apoftles ought to have corrected it ; inaf- 
much as it was a very dangerous error, 
the fupport of much fuperftition and ido- 
latry;” they not only overlook the pro- 
priety and neceffity of that conduct which 
divine wifdom obferved in the cafe before 
us; but prefume to dictate to that wil- 
dom. If we neglect to ufe the reafon 
which God hath given us, and will 
adopt opinions without difcerning any 

aD evidence 
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evidence to fupport them; it. will be 
difficult to prove, that God muft necef- 
farily reward our negligence and _pre- 
fumption by working miracles for our 
conviction ; and work new miracles, for 
the cure of every new error. It is much 
to be lamented, that a creature of fuch 
limited faculties as man, initead of mo- 
deftly inquiring what God hath done for 
his {piritual inftruction, fhould prefump- 
tuoufly prefcribe to him what he ought to 
do. If the imagined expediency or ne- 
ceffity of any particular plan would prove, 
that it was purfued by divine providence ; 
then the Pope is a divinely appointed and 
infallible judge of controverfy, and an 
everlafting bulwark to the Chriftian church 
againft all error: which neverthelefs doth 
not appear to be the cafe. In full folu- » 
tion of this objeGion, we may obferve, 
VI. That the firft publifhers, of the 
Gofpel, though they did not dire@ly. un- 
dertake to explain the natural caufes of 
difeafes, or any other point of philofophy, 


have 
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have, however, in the moft proper manners 
rectified, the dangerous errors mankind 
were under with regard to demons, and 
thereby fufficiently eveee the interefts 
of true piety. 

They corrected the falfe opinion phat: 
the world entertained of demons, both 
by their do&rine, and their miracles: — 
They did not; for the reafons explained 
above, {peak particularly to the cafe of 
poffeflions, but they reftored demoniacs 
tora ftate of permanent fanity, and thereby 
led men to refle&t on the great improba- 
bility of their being liable to the incur- 
fion of demonsi. They proceeded far 
ther: for a thoufand idolatrous and fu- 
perftitious practices being grounded on 
a belief of the power of demons, the 
prophets of God under the New Tefta- 
ment, as well as thofe under the Old, 
openly taught, what their miracles inti 
mated, the utter inability of thefe fpirits 
to do any good or evil tomankind *. This 
ED Sexabave: pp rey. 8 RP aa 
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point is not only afferted, but fully prov- 
ed *, and fhewn to be an obvious and ne- 
ceflary inference from the fundamental 
psinciples of the Chriftian revelation. 
The language employed in Scripture on 
this fubject, is fo very clear and deter- 
minate, that the argument drawn from 
it againft the power of demons cannot 
poffibly be evaded, but by faying, that 
by the Gentile gods and demons, the 
facred writers did not mean thofe gods 
and demons whom the Gentiles wor- 
fhipped, but fome other fpirits whom. 
they did not know, much lefs acknow- 
ledge and worfhip.. If fuch a method 
of explaining Scripture be allowed, lan- 
guage can be of no ufe. According to: 
this rule of interpretation, the moft ex- 
plicit declaration from the apoftles, that 
demons do not poffefs mankind, could 
have an{wered no end; for it might have 
have been fill faid, that by poffeffing de- 
mons, they meaned a different order of 
fpirits from what all other perfons did. 


© £230. 
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There are prejudices too ftubborn to yield 
to any evidence*®. But, whether we will 


k Many are ready to imagine, that an Gx 
plicit declaration of Jefus or his apoftles concern- 
ing pofleffions, would have neceflarily determined 
the judgment of Chriftians, (See bifhop Warbur- 
ton, p. 244.) But fuch a declaration, we have 
feen, might have been as ineffectual as it was 
improper. While the eye of the mind is clofed 
by prejudice; the brighteft evidence fhines before 
it in vain, The plaineft language in which 
Chrift taught, that a man could contract no mo- 
ral defilement by what only pafled through his 
body ; and the cleareft prophecies concerning his 
own death and refurreftion, were not underftood 
by the apoftles, becaufe repugnant to their pre- 
‘conceived opinions, Though St. Paul declared, 
that he new and was perfuaded by the Lord Fefus 
Chrift, that there is nothing unclean of itfelf, (Rom, 
xiv. 14.) many Jewifh Chriftians did not regu- 
late their condu& by his opinion, but praétifed 
themfelves, and even inforced upon others, the 
rites of Judaifm, from a previous perfuafion of 
their perpetual obligation. The very corruptions 
of the Gofpel which were forefeen by the pub- 
lithers of it; and which they have in exprefs 
terms guarded us againft, ftill prevail amongft 
thofe Chriftians, whofe minds are blinded by 
prejudice, “This it is in the cafe before us; 
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hearken to them or not, it is, neverthe- 
lefs, an undoubted fad, that God’s infpir- 
ed meflengers do conftantly reprefent all 
demons without diftinétion as mere fics 
tions of the human imagination, and clear- 
ly demonftrate their inability to produce 
any fingle effect. aaceaanl 

Was it poffible then for them to be- 
lieve, that Beelzebub or Apollo, or any 
other demon, pofleffed mankind ? So far 
were they from entertaining and counte- 
nancing this opinion, that they have fub- 
_ verted the foundation on which it was 
built. This method of proceeding, which 
was diated by divine wifdom, feems to 
be (as we have reafon to expect it would 
be) the wifeft that could be taken. To 
explain the phyfical caufes of thofe dif- 
tempers which were imputed to pofleffion, 
did not lie within the province of the 
many being previoufly perfuaded, that demons are 
powerful fpirits, cannot receive the doctrine of 
St. Paul, confirmed as it is by all the ancient 


prophets, that demons are nothing in the world. 
See above, p. 192, &c. 


apoitles 
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apoftles: and to defcribe the cafe of the 


demoniacs in new language, was need- 
lefs and improper. But to reétify the 
miftaken conceptions mankind had enter- 
tained of demons, and hereby to deftroy, 
not one error only, but the whole fabric 
of Gentile idolatry and fuperftition; ‘this 
fell within the limits of their commiffion, 
and was indeed one principal intention 
of it. They propofed and eftablithed 
their cpinion of demons, when they were 
inftructing mankind in the doétrines of 
the Gofpel, or confirming Chriftians in 
the belief of them. Indeed, the argu- 
ments in proof of the nullity of demons, 
drawn from their authority as the divine- 
ly appointed teachers of Chriftianity, and 
from thofe fundamental principles of it, 
there being but one God, and one me- 
diator between God and man, are fuch 
as can be offered only for the convic- 
tion of believers. Thefe arguments pro- 
duced their effect on thofe whofe minds 

Bb 4 were 
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were iM) ,.any meafure open. to. ‘con- 
viction ',. 7 
.Letus now: lay: together the erarsl 
foregoing particulars, which have ‘been 
urged in anfwer to the capital obje@tion 
againft our explication of the. Gofpel de- 
moniacs,. It is.urged, ‘* that if, reputed 
poffefions were altogether natural dif- 
tempers, -Jefus and his apoftles, inftead 
of rectifying, have rivetted in the minds 
of men, .a very dangerous error and fu- 
perftition, by the manner in which they 
defcribed the cafe of the demoniacs, and 
performed their cures upon. them.” In 
anfwer to. this objection it hath been ob- 
ferved, that in {peaking of thefe perfons, 
though. they made ufe of the com- 
mon, popular. language of the age. and 
country in which they lived, yet they did 
not hereby give their fanction to the opi- 
nion to which it owed its rife. For it 
was. cuftomary with all. forts of perfons, 
by ‘See above, Ps 229-232. - | 
“with 
6 
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with - facred writers in particular, and 
our Saviour him(elf, to {peak i in the lan- 
guage of the. vulgar, though known to 
have been originally grounded ona falfe 
philefophy. Our Lord and his apoftles, 
when {peaking on the very fubject before 


-us, do certainly on fome occafions ufe 


the vulgar language, as their cotempora- 
ries alfo do, when they did not defien to 
countenance the vulgar opinion; and 
therefore they may have done.fo on. other 
occafions, | Confequently their fentiments 
concerning demoniacs can. never..be in- 
ferred from the bare. expreffions they have 


~ufed to'defcribe them. There could be 


no -impropriety. in their: adopting the 
common. phrafeology, becaufe it was uni- 
verfally applied to! outward and fenfible 
effects, to the /ymptoms of the demoniacs 
and their cure, and often to thefe only, 
though originally borrowed from the ap- » 
prehended cau/e of their diforders.’ They 
were not commiffioned: by. God: to ine 
ftruct mankind: in») the cnature of thofe 

dif- 
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diftempers which they were empowered to 
cure, or to rectify any phyfical miftakes 
concerning them: ‘and therefore could 
not deliver any inftru€tions on this head 
without exceeding their commifion. Nay, 
the queftion concerning poffeflions could 
not be dire€tly and immediately deter- 
mined-by the authority of Chrift and his 
apoftles without great impropriety the 
miracles performed upon the poffeffed being 
a part of that evidence of the Gofpel, 
which muft for ever be judged of by na- 
tural reafon: alone.~ The: firft publithers 
of the Gofpel, however, though they did 
not enter into any philofophical difquifi- 
tions concerning the nature of difeafes, 
yet did effeQually fubvert the entire fyf- 
tem ‘of fuperftition- which then prevailed; 
by afferting the nullity of demons, and 
clearly fhewing, that to'allow their power, 
was to contradict. the firft principles of the 
Gofpel.. This they did‘on the moft pro: 
per occafion, viz» when inftructing men 
in) the doctrines of Chriftianity.. Now, 
ag 
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8 youlearn a man’s. fyftem of aftronomy 
oF phyfic from the account he profefledly 
gives of it, not from his defcribing cer- 
tain’ celéftial appearances or bodily dif- 
eafes in the language of the vulgar; fo 
the real fentiments of the apoftles con- 
“cerning demons are to be gathered from 
their profeffed doGtrine concerning them, 
not from their defcription of demoniacs, 
in which they employed, as it was fit they 
thould, the language which then pre- 
vailed. sata le | 


OC He fe Pie ALL, 


WT ail remains, that we point out the 
. inconveniencies attending the com- 
mom explication of the Gofpel demo- 
niacs, and the advantages which refult 
from the account given of them in the 

two preceding chapters. | 
Some may be ready to afk, ** Whence 
this zeal to thew, that revelation doth 
not 
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not countenance the doétrine of. real 
pofieffions? What prejudice can the Gofpel 
fuffer from this doctrine? And what advan- 
tage can it derive from the contrary one? 
The very adverfaries” of real poffeffions 
allow, that it was a matter of indifference 
with refpect to the evidence of Chrifti- 
_anity, whether thofe efteemed demoniacs 
were really fuch, or only laboured under 
a natural difeafe.; inafmuch as in either 
cafe a real miracle was performed, when 
their cure was effected. But what can 
be more evident, than that the ejetion 
of devils from the bodies of men is a 
greater miracle than the cure of natural 
diforders ? What a luftre doth it reflect on 
the: character of Chrift, to’ fee him firtt 
-compelling them to confefs his name, and 
then condemning them to: filence ? Was 
it not:a wife difpenfation,. to permit the 
devil, about this time, to give fome un- 
ufual proofs of his exiftence, power, and 
malice; in attacking men’s -dodics, in or- 


" Dr. Sykes’s: Iriquiry, preface p. 2. 
der 


of the New Teftament. 381 


der to convince them what a dangerous 
enemy he was to their fouls ¢ Above all, 
was it not fit, and even neceflary, that 
he who came into the world as the great 
antagonift of the prince of darknefs, 
fhould give a fenfiile and public {pecimen 
and proof of his power over him and his 
confederates by difpoffefling them *; and 
hereby raife our hopes of his perfect 
triumph over them at the end of the 
world? In a word, the more carefully 
we examine the miracles of Jefus relating 
to the poffeffed, the more clearly fhall 
we perceive their firict connection with 
the great end of the whole Chriftian dif- 
penfation, the redemption of mankind. 
Scarce therefore can we injure Chrifti- 
anity more than by denying the reality 
of diabolical poffeflions*.” In anfwer to 
this reafoning, I obferve, | 

n See Dr, Warburton’s Serm. vol, iii, p. 218. and 
Dr. Doddridge’s Fam. Expof, vol.i, p. ari. ad ed. 


° I take no notice here of what is fometimes 
urged in ‘favour of the common hypothelis, viz. 


1. That 
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1. That itis not fupported by the tefs. 
timony of Scripture. Neither our Saviout. 


«© That the difpoffeffion of devils by Chrift, and 
the compulfive teftimony they bore him, ferved’ 
to. clear him from all fufpicion of a confederacy) 
with thefe infernal fpirits.” For we have already 
had occafion to obferve, that thouch our Saviour 
{peaks of the ejection of demons as an a of 
hoftility againft them, fuch as it was not natural-to 
refer to the prince of the demons; yet this hath no 
relation to the devil, (fee above, ‘D. 16.) and was 
{poken to his adverfarics, merely upon their own 
principles, the only principles upon which he could 
argue with them, Diflert, on Mir, p. 388. With 
regard to the teftimony which, it is faid, the demons 
were compelled to bear to Chrift, it hath been 
fhewn, that it is not only groundlefs, but highly’ 
unreafonable, to fuppofe, that God fhould compel. 
the devil to bear teflimony to Chrift, and then di- 
rec& Chrift to reject it, and even to work a miracle 
upon that lying fpirit, that he might not difcrédit 
the truth he had -publifhed. See above, p. 258. 
The abettors of the common hypothefis would do 
well to confider, whether it be a good way of clcar- 
ing Chrift from all fufpicion of a&ing in concert 
with devils,to: afirm, that thefe wicked fpirits 
were by him, or on his account, introduced into 
Judea, and that they were the firft who proclaimed 
his divine character, though afterwards he ens 


nor 
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nor his apoftles did ever aflert or intimate, 
that the devil enjoyed an extraordinary 
liberty at the time of Chrift’s coming 
into. the world ; much_lefs did they at- 
tempt to account for his having fuch li- 
berty then allowed him, or thew that it 
_was fit that it fhould be granted. Not 
one of the reafons affigned for the devil’s 
giving fome unvfual proofs of his power 
at this period, are taken notice of in the 
New Teftament. ‘The more weighty and 
important thofe reafons are fuppofed to 
be, fo much the more difficult is it ta 
account for this filence. If it was even 
neceflary, that Chrift Qhould exhibit a 
fpecimen of his triumph over the devil, 
by difpoffeffing him from the bodies of 
men, how comes it to pafs, that dif- 


joined them: filence.., On the other Haat. under- 
ftand the ejection of. demons as, 1 apprehend, it 
ought to be underftood, concerning the miraculous . 
curé of a difeafe, and thete will at once appear no 
‘more pround.for afcribing to the devil:this, thaw 
any other miracle of the Gofpel, 


poffefliong 
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poflefions are never fpoken ofin this» 
view, by thofe who certainly beft undér= 
ftood their intention?.. Whenever *Gad 
commiffions his meflengers to performy 


miracles for the conviction of mankind,’ — 


he inftructs them to explain to the world — 
the great_ ends. propofed by them. This 
was the cafe with regard to all the pro-» 
phets both of the Old and New Tefta- 
ment, ‘They never left it, nor could they 
fitly leave it, to human conjecture to de-— 
termine for what purpofes their miracles 
were wrought. Nor can we learn what 
thofe purpofes were in any other method, 
than by the declarations of a prophet, 
or by the nature of the works themfelves; 
and the latter will give us very little affif- 
tance without the former. The filence 
of Scripture therefore concerning what is 
fuppofed to have been the grand and pe-= 
culiar defign of the cure of demoniacs, is 
a fufficient reafon for rejeGting it; unlefs 
it can be clearly and certainly inferred 
from the nature of the work itfelf, which 

no 


of the New Tefament. S34 
fo one will affirm, ‘that underftands it 
aright. 4 | . 

2. The entire reafoning we are now 
examining, is built upon this falfe hypo- 
thefis, viz. that the {pirits, who were 
thought to take poffeffion of mankind, 
were devils or fallen angels. But we have 
fhewn, that poffeffions were always re- 
ferred to fuch human fpirits, as were 
fuppofed to be converted into demons ; 
that there is only one devil, and that he 
is never mentioned in Scripture in any 
connection with the fubject before us, 
All the arguments therefore urged to 
prove the propriety and neceflity of his 
exttaordinary agency in the age of the 
Gofpel, and of Chrift’s public triumph 
over him, by expelling him from human 
bodies, militate againit the Chriftian 
difpenfation; and if they proved any 
thing, would prove, that God ought to 
have allowed the devil a power, and 
afforded Chrift a triumph, which were | 
not granted. 
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3 The reafoning fated above proceeds 
upon another falfe fuppofition,, viz. that 
pofiefiions were, more frequent, in the age 
ef, the Gofpel than, at any, other time.s,a 
{uppofition contradicted by, all the monu- 
ments of antiquity... So that had it been 
true, that the Scripture had referred pol- 
feflions to the devil, it. would. not have 
followed even from hence, bs a Sis the devil 
gave any unufital. proofs of his power at 
the commencement of the Chriftian zeta. 

4s Were it true, not only. that the 
devil was, the fpirie who pofteffed. men’s 
bodies, and that pofleffions were more 
frequent in the age of the Gofpel than 
any other ; yet the cafes of reputed pof- 
feffions deferibed in the Gofpel do not 
contain any convincing proof of the power 
and inter pofition either of the devil or 
any evil {pi irit. The agency of demons, 
(whatever. {pirits you underftand hereby) 
it not an object of fight; their entrance 
“into the human body falls not under the 
notice of any of our fenfes, There i is not 

therefore 
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therefore the fame evidence to be had of 
ity as there is of a perfon’s being difeafed 
or dead. Accordingly the writers on de+ 
monology find it neceflary to lay down | 
rules for diftinguithing® true from: pre-_ 
tended poffeffions, and to appeal to cers — 
tain outward’ fupernatural fymptoms, 
(fach. as the gifts of tongues and pro~ 
phecy*%,) as proofs of an immediate infpi- 
ration: thus making one miracle necef= 
fary to. attett the reality of another. It 
feems then to be the general fenfe of 
mankind, what is indeed’ felf-evident, 
Whee A we cannot yield a rational affent to 


5 P See above, p. 148. 

4 Several ill attefted inftances of perfons infpir- 
‘ed by demions with thefe gifts, are recited by the 
Jearned Dr, Macknight, in his Effay on the De- 
‘moniacs, p. 179,180. The Chriftian revelation, 
| however, .in. agreement’ with right reafon, ever 

fuppofes the gifts of tongues and prophecy to be 
the effects of a divine agency. Why then do the 
advocates of that revelation afiign them an infernal 
origin? A zeal for demonifm hath led Chriftians, 
) in many other inftances, to ob{cure the brighteft 
: evidences of the Gofpel. | 


ee the 
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the reality of poffeffions, without fome 
proof of it diftinét from the faa itfelf ; 
becaufe it is not fubje& to the notice of 
our fenfes. . | oh ~ 
-- Apply thefe obfervations to the Gofpel 
demoniacs. What evidence is there of 
their being really poflefled? We have 
feen that theiroutward fymptoms are fo 
far from neceffarily arguing the prefence 
and operation of demons in the human 
body, that they are apparently the fame 
with thofe in natural diforders; and that 
there is not a fingle circumftance attend- 
ing their cafe, which furnifhes an inftance 
or proof of any fupernatural agency.. Nor 
hath the Gofpel laid down any fuch rules 
as thofe jutt now mentioned, in order 
to enable us to diftinguifh true from pre- 
tended poffefiions; or. offered any proof 
at all of the reality of poffeflions, though 
fome fuch proof-was apparently neceflary, 
and even univerfally allowed to be fo in all 
othercafes. Nay, the moft ftrenuous affert- 
ers of Gofpel demonianifm are forced at 


laft 
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lat” to build their faith in it, upon the 
fuppofed teftimony of Chrift': which is 
giving up ‘the very point they undertook 
to eftablith, viz. that the demons them- 
felves gave evident proof of their power 
in the demoniacs fpoken of in the New 
‘Teflament. 

| “Tf the foregoing obfervations are jut, 
the very foundation of the reafoning ftated 
at the beginning of this fection is not 
folid. It is built upon this principle, that 
the devil gave unufual proofs of his power 
when the Gofpel was firtt publithed, by 
more frequently poffeffing mankind at 
thar period than at any other : and this 
principle is thought to be fupported by 
the cafe of the Gofpel demoniacs.. But 
neither were reputed pofieffions more fre- 
quent in the firtt age of the Gofpel than 
in the preceding and following ages, nor 
are thofe related in the New Teftament 


| £ We Protefh ants urges the meio fe the 
Gofpel, to prove ‘the truth of demoniacal pole jams. 
Warburton’ s’Serm, vol, iii. p. 236, “et pafim, *~’ 
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ever referred to the devil, “nor do: they 
‘contain any’ proof of any fupernatural 
agency. From hence it follows,: 

5. That the ends faid to be propoted 
by Providence in permitting thedevilabout 
the time of Chrift to’ exercife an extraor- 
dinary power over ‘mankind, ‘and in ex~ 
pelling him from their bodies, are fuch 
as could not be anfwered by the cure of 
the Gofpel demoniacs. Thefe ends are, 
the convincing mankind how dangerous 
an enemy he is to the fouls of men, and 
the affording Chrift an opportunity of 
gaining a public victory and triumph over 
him, or of giving the world a /enfible 
{pecimen. and proof of his own {fuperior 
power. Buteven were we to admit, that 
thofe called demoniacs were really pof- 
fefled by demons, yet the expulfion of 
demons would be a. proof only of Chrift’s 
power over human ghofts, not over the 
devil, who is totally unconcerned. in the 
prefent queftion: Nay, were we to grant 
farther, that by demons we are not. to.un- 

derftand 
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derftand-human fpirits, but the devil. and 
fallen angels, and that they did really 
poffefs mankind, yet their, difpoffeffion 
‘could. not anfwer the ends which, it is 
‘pretended, were propofed by them, be- 
caufe it did not contain a pudbiic and con- 
Jfpicuous, or indeed any clear and certain, 
proof of Chrift’s power over the devil 
‘and his confederates. What was ob- 
“ferved above with refpect to the extrance 
‘of demons into the human body, “Gs 
‘equally true with refpe& to their ejection 
‘from it; it 1s not an object of fight, nor 
doth it fall within the notice of any of 
our bodily fenfes. You may know when 
a difeafe is cured, or-a dead man reftored 
to life; but what evidence is there that 
-a demon is expelled, arifing from. the 
work itfelf? We find, that thofe who 
undertook this work, thought it necéf- 
fary to offer fome externa! proof of the 
fuccefs of their enterprize. The Jewith 
-exorcift fpoken of by Jofephus, orderéd 
the demon as he went out, to overthrow 
MSI} | nl ae” Meee a cup 
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cup of water, placed at a fmall diftances, 
.asea proof of his expuliion.,,,. Andoof 
Apollonius. Tyanzus it .1s alata that 
with the fame view he made the demon 
whom. he cat out, tirow.down a fratue’. 
Thefe impoftors, void of.{fhame. as.they 
were in many refpects, had not fufficient 
affurance to expect the world, would, be- 
lieve they had a power of expelling de- 
mons, without producing fome evidence 
of the faét. We find nothing fimilar to 
this in the conduét of, Chrift: a plain 
proof, that by the difpoffeffion of demons, 
he meaned nothing more than (what was 
obvious to all) the cure of a difeafe. .. 
_ If you fay, that though the reality 
of difpoffeffions cannot be demonftrated 
from the works them{ felves, yet that it 
may be eftablifhed by. the teftimony.of 
revelation*: I an{wer, that by refting 


t. Jofeph. Antiq. lib. VIII. ch, ji. § 5. . 
: Philoftrat. de vit. Apol. lib, Ay ch. xX. 
p. 157, 158. ed, Olear,’ 

* ‘Phofe. who build their faith» in! pofftlfions 
upon the fuppofed teltimony of revelation, muft al~ 
lw, that difpoffeffions can have no other fupport. 
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the reality Of difpoffeffions on revelation, 
“yo make “make it merely an object of 
‘faith, not of fenfe; and ‘confequently the 
‘ejection of demons could not, in this cafe, 
furnifh a Senfible and public proof of 
~Chrift’s power over them, nor indeed 
* farnifh any proof of it at all to unbe- 
“lievers. For the proof would not arife 
from the miracle, but from the declara- 
tion of Chrift concerning it; and confe- 
“quently the miracle would pre-fuppofe 
faith, inftead of begetting it, and be ufe- 
-Jefs to thofe for whofe conviction it was 
defigned. Equally ufelefs would it alfo 
be even to believers: for what evidence 
can arife from the miracle itfelf, when 
the very reality of it is known only by 
the teftimony of the performer ? To pro- 
3 pofe invifib/e miracles as means of convic- 
‘tion, is not to enlighten, but to infult 
our underftanding. Well may unbelievers 
afk, «* Are fuch works as are totally, hid 
from human view, the augult. proois by 

which 


which the wifdorn of God faw fit to feal 
the divine miffion of the great Redeemer? 
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As reafonably might we be commanded 
to fee in the dark, as to believe without 
evidence, or, which is the fame thing, 
with fuch evidence only, as:we are not 
able to perceive?” But in this, ‘as ina 
multitude of other inftances, the objec- 
tions of infidelity are not founded upon 
genuine Chriftianity, but upon grofs mif- 
reprefentations of it by Chriftians. Agree- 
ably to the wifdom that fhone forth: in 
his whole behaviour, Chrift performed 
fuch miracles as. were open to the view 
of all men, and left all men to judge of 
them, as it was highly neceflary he fhould, 
by the nature of the works themfelves, 
not by any explanation of his concerning 
them. Inftead of teaching men to credit 
the reality of his miracles, on account of 
his teftimony, he demanded their affent 
to his teftimony, on account of the reality 
of his miracles, which were fubjected’to 
4 the 
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the examination of their fenfes and natu- 
‘ral.reafon, the Moree ane fole ee 

ee theme. id 
uoNow,: if) the difpoffeffion of ies 
even fuppofing the fact to be real, and 
the common explication of it to be juft, 
be indifcernible by mankind, and unfup- 
ported by any evidence arifing from the 
work itfelf; this miracle could not be z 
public difplay of Chrift’s power, or a vifible 
vidlory over the devil, and a fenfible ma- 
‘nifeftation of the glories of his conqueror. 
‘And as it could not anfwer this end, we 
amay be fure it could not be defigned to 
-anfwer it, by that wifdom which cannot 
err. ‘Why then do Chriftians, without 
any authority from revelation, affert the 
‘propriety and neceflity of Chrift’s giving 
@ confpicuous {pecimen of his power over 
the devil, by difpoffeflions,: when it is fo 
obvious, that no fuch fpecimen was or : 
could be afforded thereby, on any inter- 
| icing of demoniacal pofleffions ? Why 
will 


= 
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will not they place the important doe- 
trine of man’s redemption by Chrift, on 
its proper bafis, the expre(s and repeated 
teftimony of the divine word? Why do 
they ground it on the groffett fables of 
the idolatrous Heathens, to which At bears 
no manner of relation’? Happy. would 
it be for the Gofpel, would its learned 
advocates content themifelves with ex= 
plaining and vindicating thofe evidences 
of its divinity, which the Gofpel itfclf 
offers, and rely lefs on arguments of their 
own invention. The laft method may 
be more flattering to the human mind; 
but it ever expofes the canfe it is meaned 
to ferve. . It is indeed as. indecent as it 
is dangerous, for the wit of man to dic- 
tate to divine wifdom what meafures it 
ought to purfue. 

6. It is urged, ** that) the ejeGion of 
demons -is' a, greater’ miracle than the 
cure of natural diforders.” But this 

| ”. See: abovesapy 146. 
may 
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may as ea Gly be denied * as affirmed, 
without any great fear of contradi@tion ; 
it being difficult to determine with cér- 
“tainty concerning. miracles fo very dif- 
ferent in their natures *, which of them’ 
may require the fuperior degree of power. 
Befides, unlefs we knew exadly the de- 
grees of power pofieffed ‘by demons, how 
can we determine what degrees of | power 
are neceflary to diflodge them from the 
bodies of men? We need not however 
enter into this queftion ; the principles 
jut now eftablithed being a fufficient re- 
ply to the objection we are here confider- 
ing. Miracles defigned for the conviation 
of mankind, as thofe of Chrift were, matt 
be obvious to the fenfes of mankind; for 
otherwife. they cannot anfwer the end 
propofed by them. The bare ejeCtion 

? An’ divinam: Chrifti virtutem gravifimorum 
morborum fanationes, juflu illius momento tem- 
poris-peractz, minus’ patefaciunt ; quam malorum 
geniorum’ ex hominum corporibus expulfiones ? 
Mead’s Medic. facr. pref: p. 7. 

* Differty on Mir. p. 129. 
Of. 
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of demons therefore, how great a mi- 
racle foever it may be in itfelf, or how 
much faperior to the cure of bodily dif 
orders, is no miracle at. all ‘with regard 
to mankind, can carry no conviction to 
them, becaufe it doth not fall ‘under the 
notice of their fenfes.. In a word, inaf- 
much as there is no clear and ‘certain 
proof of the reality either of poffeffions, 
or of difpofieflions, Chriftianity can. de- 
rive no advantage fromthe common ase 
trine concerning them °. 


* J omitted to take notice, in the beginning of 
this feGtion, of an advantage, which a learned 
perfon fuppofes that Chriftianity derives from the 
common doctrine; ‘becaufe, it hath not hitherto, 
I believe, received the fanétion of any other writer, 
Tt is not fit, however, that it fhould be quite over- 
looked. Hepleads, that the expulfion of evil de- 
mons by Chrift, cuts off that fubterfuge againf 
bis miraculous cures, which fuppofes them to be 
the effet of a /frang imagination, by which the ‘devil, 
(according to his conception’ of him) could not be 
affected, Warburton’s Serm, vol. iit, p. 238——241, 
-T do not- undertake to determine, how great the force 
of imagination may be in demons, ‘in’ the fenfe in 
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7. On.the contrary, this doGrine doth 
Chriftianity. ig,’ rth Breanaiee in. 
many tefpeis, on 05 ol} of anit: 

With. fome,. “perhaps, it t_ may tceh 
pa little to ‘obferve, that. the, common 
explication . of. the Scripture, demoniacs 


which this) ay ‘is, uled by this-writer,. nor os 
far it may be objected, againft his own hypothefis, 
that demons had fuch a ftrong previous perfuafion 
of Chriff’s power, ‘that’ they fcarce left room for 
the exertion of it in their expulfion.” I would only 
obferve, that if any one be capable of believing, 
that Chrift’s cures of all the. various kinds of dif- 
eafes to which mankind are liable, performed in an 
inftant, without the ufe of any natural means, on 
the abfent as well.as on thofe: who were prefent, 
e(pecially when, confidered in their connection, with 
his other miracles, fuch as his giving limbs to the 
maimed, and life to the dead, arid his controlling 
the elements ; 3 af any one can believe, that: all thefe 
things are ‘the, effects of fancy, he wilh handly:fail 
to afcribe poffeffions,. {the fymptoms of which are 
at beft fo difputable) to the fame caule, Nor, in- 
deed, will‘it be an eafy matter, to afford him evi- 
dence, to his. fatisfaction, . The ancient. prophets, 
though they performed miraculous cures, are-mever 
faid to have confirmed the divinity of thofe works 
by cafting out demons, | 
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gives occafion to numberlefs fuperftitions*; 
particularly to thofe fhamelefs impoftures, 
the pofleffions and exorcifins of the Ro- 
man church‘; and thus difcredits the 
wonderful cures performed by Chrift upon 
demoniacs, and brings difgrace upon the 
Chriftian name. If you chufe to’ call 
this only an abu/e of that explication ; it 
is neverthelefs fuch an abufe as every 
Chriftian fhould with to fee. prevented 
Or removed ;' efpecially as it hath: occa- 
fioned a vaft effufion of human blood. 
But in truth, to. reprefent.. the Gofpel 
as authorizing the doctrine of poffeffions; 
hath @ natural and neceffary tendency to 
rivet this fuperftition in the minds of 
Chriftians, which in every age hath been: 
productive of the greateft mifchief. . 
learned writer*, of whom we have had 
Fsayert occafion to take notice, affirms, 
* See above, ch. i, fect. ix."p. 168. and Differt. 
on Mir. p. I0F. 


@“Mead’s Preface to his Medic, Oar. By ote 
* Dr. Warburton’s Serm, vol. iii. p. 241. 
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that it is an tinqueftionable Sad, ‘that the evan- ; 
gelic hij ‘ary of the demoniacs hath given occa= 
fick to the mo? feandalous frauds, and Sotiifp 
Superfiitions, throughout aloft « every ace a 

thechurch, the whole tradeofe eXOrci/ims, accom 
panied with all the mummer y of fra: itie and 
fanatic avitations, having arifen from hence. 

And this celebrated writer would willingly 
perfuade the world, that thefe evils are. 
the ‘confequence of the anti-demoniac 
fyftem*’; felf-evident as it is, that they 
wholly arife from his own. But his ar- 
gument ‘proceeds on a fuppofition neither 
true in itfelf, nor admitted by thofe 
againft whom he is difputing, that Yefus 
and his apofiles, inftead of rectifying the peo- 
ples ‘follies and fuperftitions on this head, 
chofe rather to inflame them, by affuring cer= 
tain of the diftempered that they were really 
poffeffed by evil fpirits®. After what hath 
been already offered on this fubjedt, I 
will not fay any thing in vindication. of 
Chrift and the evangelic hiftory from the 


Ld Pe 24t, £ Page 242. 
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falfe imputation of afferting the dodtrine. 
of demoniacal pofleffions. Nor will Dafe 
front the reader's underftanding, by prov- 
ing that thofe who deny this doétrine, are 
not anf{werable for it’s abufe. What 
thofe have to anfwer for, both to God 
and to mankind, who too haftily repre- 
fent the Gofpel as aflerting and fupport- 
ing this doctrine, when they themfelves 
are fenfible of it’s pernicious tendency and © 
effects, I leave them to confider. . 

This doctrine prejudices Chriftianity in 
another view. It hath been fhewn, that 
all the fymptoms afcribed to the Gofpel 
‘demoniacs, are fuch as belong to natural 
diforders. And therefore, by afferting that 
revelation afcribes thefe diforders to a 
fupernatural caufe, we do revelation the 
moft material injury; we fet it at variance 
with reafon and experience, and fix an ins 
delible reproach on thofe who profeffed 
to be commiflioned by God to publith it 
to the world. 

Again, the common do@rine concern- 
ing poffeflions, affeéts the very founda- 

6 tion 
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tion on which the gofpel is built, the 
evidence of miracles in general, and the 
miraculous inflidiion and cure of difeafes 
in particular, . 
>If demons can infli& grievous difeafes, 
deprive men of their reafon and fenfes, 
render them dumb and blind, and canfe 
them to fuffer the moft exquifite tor- 
ments; they can work miracles: for the 
inflidtion of a difeafe by the agency of 
any {piritual being, anfwers to the juft de- 
finition of a miracle, as an effect produced 
in the fyftem of nature, contrary to the 
general rules by which it is governed. 
All difeafes fo inflicted are ever repre- 
fented in Scripture as genuine miracles, 
and as full and fu ficient tells of a! di- 
vine interpofition. When Zacharias was 
ftruck dumb, and Elymas bind, ought 
we not, according to the New Teftament, 
to conceive of thefe effets as real mira- 
cles, and to refer them to God alone? 
Now if evil {pirits are capable of producing 
theivery fame effeds, how can they mark 
the immediate hand and agency of God? 
Os Ba Let 
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Let us next confider how ‘the doctrine 
of demoniacal poffeflions affe&ts another 
{pecies of miracles, the cure of demoniacs.. 
If you underftand the ejection of demons 
in the literal fenfe; abftrac&ted- from the 
cure of bodily diforders, the miracle-in 
this cafe is not only fecret and infenfible, 
and therefore not adapted to the convic-, 
tion of mankind, (as was obferved above ;) 
but is evidently fuch as. lies within ‘the 
compafs of a demoniacal power..;. For if 
demons can enter, they can. certainly 
guit, the bodies of mankind. ‘Thus you 
abfolutely deftroy the validity of one of 
the moft illuftrious atteftations to Chrift’s 
divine commiflion, his expelling demons, 
or reftoring demoniacs to the regular ex-. 
ercife of their rational faculties. If you 
underftand the ejeQion of demons, asin- 
cluding in it the cure of fuch diforders-as 
are {uppofed to proceed from the influence. 
of demons, you flill deftroy the credit of 
Chrif’s cure of demoniacs.. For if de- 
mons can imfiict difeafes, why may not 
they as eafily remove them? The Fa- 
thers 
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thers-exprefsly taught, that demons con- 
trived to cure the horrible difeafes they had 
inflicted, by jfirft preferibing remedies, and 
afterwards -ceafing to afflit the patient. 
This: obfervation is not. without founda- 
tion. If, for example, demons, by mak- 
ing: fome alteration {a very flight one 
would fuffice) in the organ of vifion, or 
by placing fome external obftacle before 
it, can deprive men of their fight, what 
can prevent them from reftoring it? Ne- 
verthelefs, neither reafon nor revelation 
allows. them this power.. Can a demon 
open the eyes of the blind‘? is the language 
ef common fenfe. This miracle is men- 
tioned both by the ancient prophets * and 


h Ledunt primo, dehinc remedia precipiunt ad 
miraculum nova, five contraria, poft que definunt 
ledere, & curafle creduntur. Tertull, Apol. c. 
22. Vid. Cyprian de Idol. Van. p. 206.—Mi- 
nucii Felicis o¢tav. cap. 27, The learned bifhop 
Stillingfleet, notwithftanding his zeal to maintain 
the reality of pofleffions, doubted whether they did 
not difparage the miracles of our Saviour, fee above, 
p> 130. | 

ob Joba. Xe 2h Fe AY ect. 5516: 
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by our Saviour himfelf' as one of the pew. 
culiar glories of the Meffiah. sive, 
The doétrine of real offeffions autingh 
the authority of miracles in general, and- 
the ufe which the Scripture makes’ of 
them, as in them(felves authentic evidences: 
of a divine mifiion. If demons can unite 
themfelves to a human body, in the fame 
manner that the foul is united to it by 
God, fo as to govern all the organs of it; 
if they can deprive men of their fight, and 
{peech, and reafon, and then reftore them to 
the ufeof thefe faculties ; they can rival the 
glory of the prophets of God. Can there, 
be a more ftupendous miracle than that 
performed upon the herd of fwine, in 
number two thoufand, who were all in 
the fame inftant feized with madnefs, 
and rufhed violently into the fea? Now, 
if demons are able to perform fuch great 
miracies as this, and the other here {pe- 
cified, and can alfo impart the gifts of 
tongues and prophecy, (a power many 
afcribe to them™;) to what other miracles 
} Mat. xi. 5. " See above, p. 387. 
| are 
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are they not equal? Unlefs men.can fhew 
with certainty how far the power of the 
devil extends, and enable us to diftinguith 
between diabolical and divine miracles, in, 
avery different manner from what they 
have hitherto done, (which hath chiefly | 
been by calling them by different names";) 
they utterly deftroy the authority and true 


" See an Examination of Mr, Le Moine’s 
Treatife on Miracles, Seét. I, II. ? 

Le Moine, after Fleetwood and feveral ingeni- 
ous foreigners, undertook to ihew that none but 
God can perform true miracles; thefe works, in 
his opinion, requiring an infinite and incommuni- 
cable power. At the fame time this learned writer, 
and thofe whom he copies allow the devil a power of 
imitating what they call true miracles, or, at leaft, 
of producing effects contrary to the fixed order of 
events, which perfectly anfwer to a juft definition of 
miracles. But it isin words only that thefe writers 
differ from thofe who afcribe true miracles to the 
devil. And it is the moit egregious trifling, to. 
appropriate thefe works to God, unlefs they point 
out the difference between diabolical and divine 
operations, and enable us clearly to diftinguifh the 
one from the other; which they have not attempted 
to do, but contented themfelves with refolving to 
give the name of miracles to the one, and to call 
the other only great and aftonifhing things. 
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ufe-of ‘miracles, and thereby fubvert:the 
foundation’. on» which.) 'Chriftianity» is 
built.. py B) Tom 

8. Onthe other.hand, thetrueexplica- 
tioniof the Gofpel demoniacs:eftablithes 
the certainty, and difplays the full glory, 
of the: miracles performed upon ‘them. 
Thefe miracles are: always) {poken of, in: 
the, New Teftament, with fingular em- 
phafis and diftinction. Scarce are any 
other miracles more frequently and cir- 
cumftantially defcribed*®. It required an’ 
extraordinary degree of faith to under- 
take them, efpecially when the diftemper 
was violent and inveterate :’ for in refe-. 


° Witnefs the following cafes: 1. The demo- 
niac in the fynagogue of Capernaum, Marki. 23, 
Luke iv. 33. 2. The Gadarene demoniac, or de- 
moniacs, Mat.. viii. 28, Mark v.. 1. .Luke.viii. 26. 
3. The dumb demoniac, Mat, ix. 32, Luke xi. 14. 
4, A. demoniac blind and dumb, Mat, xii. 22. 5. 
The Canaanite’s daughter, Mat, .xv..21., .6, The 
demoniac who. was lunatic, dumb, and deaf, Mat. 
xvii. 14.. Mark ix. 17,.. Luke ix. 38.—Out of 
Mary Magdalene Chrift ejected. feven demons, 
Luke viii. 2, But of this, and; many other cafes, 
we have only a general account. 
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rence to a cafe of this nature, in which 
the faith of the apoftles had failed them, 
our Saviour fays, This kind goeth not out, 
but by. prayer and fafling’: ** Such dif- 
ficult: miracles are not effected, without 
fuch a full dependence upon the divine 
power, as is not to be acquired but by, 
continued devotion, fuch as is ufually ac- 
companied with abftinence.” ‘The Se- 
venty were filled with exultation and tri- 
umph, when they found themfelves en- 
abled to cure demoniacs ; Lord, even the 
demons (the diforders.af{cribed to the pot 
feflion of demons) are fubject to us through 
thy name*. Whenever Chritt performed 
thefe miracles, the fpeators were filled 
with religious aftonifhment and awe: 
They were amazed, infomuch that they 
queftioned among/t themfelves, faying, What 
P Mat. xvii. 21. Mark ix. 29, Compare Luke 
ii. 37. AGs x, 32, where prayer and fafting are 
joined together. See Dr. Lardner’s Cafe, p, 144. 
Dr. Sykes’s explication of this paflage is well re- 
futed in the excellent Dr, Doddridge’s Expof, vol. 
in pg. jadi; edie, 
4 Luke x, 17. : 
thing 


ATO: On the Demoniaes > 


thing ts this? What NEW doctrine ts this? 
with authority commandeth he the unclean 
Spirits, and they obey him. i 

- Tn order to underftand ‘this language, 
we muft recollect, that in our Saviour’s 
time there were, amongft the Jews as well 
as amongft the Pagans, many impoftors 
who pretended to the power of expelling 
demons*. Some undertook to draw evil 
{pirits out at the noftrilst; others en- 
gaged only in general to drive them away 
from the perfons whom they pofleffed. 
To effect their expulfion, they not only 
made ufe of adjuration and charms“, but 
alfo of ftrong {mells ”, and other natural 


" Mark i. 27. See alfo ch, v. 20. Luke iv. 36, 
ch. xi, 14. Compare Mark iv. 41, Luke viii. 25... 

s Mat. xii..27, Differt. on Mir, p. 393. 

t Jofeph. Antiq, lib. viii. cap. 2. § 5. 

* See Whitby and Grotius on Mat, xil. 27, 
Their adjurations in the name of the-God of Abras 
ham were ufed.as‘a charm, Origen, contr, Celf: lib, 
i,-p. 17. and lib. iv. p. 184. Jofeph. Antiq, lib. viii. 

c..2. § 5. and Middleton’s Free Inquiry, p..84. 
“ Hence it hath been faid, that demons were rather 
fuffocated or funk out, than caff out of the bodies of 
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remedies *s This. was a branch of .the 
magic art (which was founded upon the 
idolatry and fuperftition of the Heathens); 
and what credit it-had was fupported in 
part by the.efficacy. of drugs adminiftered 
to the patient, but principally by fraud, 
‘Phe proof of the..expulfion of demons 
was, not the perfect and fupernatural cure 
of the demoniac’, but the compelling the 


men, See Welton’s 2Reettion of Chriftian Mir 
racles, p, 231. 

* See what occurs in Jofephus (Antiq. lib. Vili. 
cap. 2, § 5.) concerning the antidemoniac art, taught 
by Solomon, and the application of a ring with a 
root in it to the noftrils of the patient; and alfa 
what the fame author fays-concerning the plant 
Baaras, and its virtue in driving away demons, 
Bell. Jud. lib. vii. cap. 6. § 3. Compare Tobit, 
cap. vi. Asay obferves, (cont. Teypha, D. 31 Ti ) non 
fear TOL ob gv UM eGwQuis tt, a] TEXyn,worreg nas TR » bun, 
reeyasios iLophiCucs, ooh Super anaes X04 HATHOET 01S 
pwires. Concerning the effects of mufic in 
driving away demons, fee Jofeph. Antiq, lib, vi. 
cap. 8.'§ 2, cap. 11. § 2. 

¥ In the cafes referred toby Jofephus, (Antiq.lib. 
vill, cap, 2, § 5.) which (according to Dr. Sykes, 
in his Inquiry, p. 33.) were the fame with the Cer- 
ritus of Cerenus Samonicus, the demoniac might be 
relieved by ftrong {mells, or other natural remedies, 
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demon, as he went out, to overturn-2 
ftatue or veffel of water at fome diftance?. 
Now, though Chrift took no pains to efta- 
blith the reality of thofe miracles which 
he performed upon demoniacs, yet the 
people, at the fight of them, (deluded as 
they had hitherto been by the artifices of 
their countrymen) are filled with the 
greateft- aftonifhment, and freely ac- 


But it is a thing utterly incredible in itfelf, as well 
as deftitute of all manner of proof, that the power 
of {uperior fpirits fhould give way to that of men ; 
or that God fhould fucceed the attempts of fuper- 
ftition and impofture, A remarkable inftance of 
the failure of fuch attempts, is related Acts xix. 19. 
See fome other proofs of the inefficacy of the Jewifh 
exorcifms, Differt. on Mir. p. 394, note '. Nor 
is this inconfiftent with Mat, xii. 26, 27, as 1s 
fhewn p. 388, &c, ‘The’ Chriftian exorcifts alfo, 
who {warmed in the primitive church, and were too 
much countenanced by the Fathers of it, had as little 
fuccefs as their predeceflors amongft the Jews and 
Pagans, ‘The cure of the demoniac, if it ever took 
place, 'was.a work of time. See Middleton’s Free 
Inquiry, p. 92. Dr. Jortin’s conceffions, in his Re- 
marks on Eccletiaftical Hift. vol, I. p. 242. and 
Mr. Jof. Mede, p. 30. 
” See above, p. 391. 
W hat 
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knowlege, [¢ was never fo feen in Trael*. 
What was it that occafioned this extraor- 
dinary furprize, and was efteemed quite! 
without example till this time? It could 
not be the bare expulfion of demons; 
both becaufe this, ab@ractedly confidered, 
is no outward ‘and fenfible effect; and 
becaufe it was no more than what they 
thought their own exorcifts were able to 
accomplifh. What then was it, or could 
it be; that they had never feen before, and 
could not now. fee, without the ftrongeft 
emotions of mind, but zhe outward and 
wifible miracle, the cure of thofe terrible 
diforders which were anciently afcribed 
tothe poffefiion of demons, together with. 
the fovereign manner in which this mi-: 
racle was performed by Chrift, without. 
the ufe of any natural means? 

If you confider more particularly the: 
true nature of this miracle, you will: fee 
the reafon, both of the great ftrefs laid 
upon it in the New Teftament, and of the 
powerful effect produced by it upon the 

«Mat, ix. 33. Compare Mark ii.-12, 
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AIA. On the Démoniaes 
{pectators. The gofpel demoniacs werd 
afflicted with madnefs, in all its moft vio~ 
lent degrees; and their madnefs was, in 
fome cafes, attended with confirmed epi~ 
lepfies. Thefe terrible maladies (the fymp- 
toms of which are obvious to all) affect 
the mind as well as the body, and were 
thought by the ancients greatly to exceed 
the power of natural caufes. Under thefe 
diforders, fome were known to have la- 
boured for a great number of years, others 
from their very childhood. Some at the 
inftant of their being cured by Chrift 
fuffered the moft violent paroxy{ms of 
thefe diforders. ‘To heal fuch maladies, 
and reftore thofe afflicted with them to 
perfect foundnefs both of body and mind, 
in an inftant, without the ufe of natural — 
remedies, and with the fame voice of au- 
thority, as when Chrift rebuked the winds 
and the fea, or called forth the dead, is one 
of the greateit of miracles, not only an our- 
ward and fenfible, buta moft Huffrious and 
aftonifbing, difplay of the power and pre- 
fence of God, | 
a 
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. No wonder therefore, that when Chrift 
healed the epileptic youth; who was /una+ 
tic, and, fore vexed with a demon, (that is; 
both an epileptic and a maniac,) we are 
told, thatthe {pectators were allamazed at 
the mighty power of God>. When he re= 
ftored the demoniac, who was diind and 
dumb, to his fight and {peech, the people 
regarded the miracle as the very charaGter- 
iftic of their Meffiah, crying out, Ls nor 
this the fon of David‘? language which 
implies, that, to their apprehenfion, the 
Mefliah himfelf could not perform a 
greater miracle. So bright an impreffion 
of the divinity did it bear uponitfelf, that 
our Saviour, (in anfwer to his enemies, 
who, from mere malice, difparaged its) 
inftead of entering upon a vindication of. 
it, which was needlefs; only expofes the 
abfurdity of their cenfure of it, upon their 
own principles*. Like one who knew 
what conviction it was fitted to carry to 
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“iat? Mit, *3'2, ‘Gontipare John ‘vii. 31. 
* Differt, on Mir, p, 392. 
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the human mind, he draws the following 
conclufion from'it, Jf L caf? out demons by 
the fpirit of God, then is the kingdom of God 
come unto you’: “* If I reftore demoniacs 
to their right mind by a divine power, the 
kingdom of the Meffiah is certainly ere&- 
ing amongftt you.” Chriftians need not be 
afhamed to acknowlege, that they regard 
the ejection of demons, if truly explained, as 
one of thofe auguft proofs of the miffion 
of their Redeemer, which were defigned. 
to recommend him to the reverence of 
mankind in all ages. It is well adapted:to 
anfwer the fame benevolent end with all 
the other miracles of the Gofpel, which 
were both performed and recorded, that 
we might believe that Fefus is the Chrift, the 
Son of God, and that believing we might have 

life through his name. 


* Mat. xii. 28. | * John xx. 31. 
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